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Dalzell  v.  Cullen. 

SiVbff.  2. 
IMONS  moved  to  charge  the  defendant  in  execution. 

Between  the  issuing  and  return  of  a  habeas  corpus  ad  ^****'?  *  P"", , 

°  *  soner  is  brought 

satisfaciendum^  under  which  the  defendant  was  now  brought  up  under  a 

habeas  corpus 

up,  he  had  settled  the  action  in  which  he  was  in  custody^  ad  satisfacien- 
and  he  now  tendered  the  amount  of  the  debt,  interest,  and  titiTdtobe  X- 
costs  of  the  judgment  in  this  action,  and  claimed  to  be  charged  on  pay- 

f  ment  of  the 

discharged  without  payment  of  the  Court  fees  due  on  the  debt  and  cosu 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  which  had  been  paid  bj  the  plain-  and  cannot  be 
tiff's  attorney.  J:^.";'!  ^f"! 

Court  fees  on 
the  writ* 

Simofu  contended,  that  the  conduct  of  the  prisoner,  in 
allowing  the  Court  fees  to  be  paid  in  his  presence,  and 
afterwards  making  a  tender  of  the  debt  and  costs  only, 
shewed  a  mala  fides  on  his  part,  and  that  the  Court  would 
not,  therefore^  discharge  him  until  he  paid  them  also.  But, 

VOL.  XII.  B  M.  w. 


2  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch,  of  Pleat,       Per  Curiam. — ^This  proccss  is  merely  a  substitution  for 

*  ^     the  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  supposing  the  pri- 

Dalzell      soner  to  have  been  at  large.     There  is  no  statute  which 

CuLLEN.       entitles  the  plaintiff  to  receive  these  costs  from  him.     He 

says  he  is  ready  to  pay  the  debt  and  taxed  costs,  and  if  he 

does,  he  is  entitled  by  law  to  be  discharged  from  custody. 

There  is  no  indorsement  on  the  writ  for  anything  but  the 

debt  and  costs. 

The  prisoner  was  discharged. 


^^  g^  Chambers  v.  Smith. 

The  fifieendays   XN  this  casc,  a  distringas  to  compel  appearance  had  issued 
Uniformity  of     against  the  defendant,  tested  on  the  15th  and  returnable 

■.  3,  must  day  of  Easter  term)  was  the  eve  of  Easter-day,  and  the 

elapse  between 

the  teste  and       Court  therefore  did  not  sit  in  banc  until  the  Wednesday 
^dirtriiJ"'    following,  the  19th. 

are  EAeen  clear  j^  Easter  term  (April  28),  Humfrey  obtained  a  rule  to 
The  days  shcw  cause  why  the  writ  of  distringas  should  not  be  set  aside 
Thursdaybefore  for  irregularity,  with  costs,  on  two  grounds :  first,  because 
nefday^afte?^"  ^^^  ^^y'  ^^  Easter  term,  between  the  Thursday  before  and 
Ea»ter-day  are  the  Wednesday  after  Easter-day,  had  been  improperly 
in  the  computa  reckoned  as  part  of  the  fifteen  days  to  be  allowed  between 
fifteen  days.        t^^  ^^^0  and  rctum  of  the  writ,  in  contravention  of  the  rule 

of  Court  of  E.  T.,  2  Will.  4;  and  secondly,  because  that 
interval  did  not  include  fifteen  clear  days,  as  he  contended 
was  required  by  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4, 
0.  89,  8.  8,  which  directs  that  every  writ  of  distringas  shall 
be  made  returnable  on  some  day  in  term,  '^  not  being  less 
than  fifteen  days  after  the  teste  thereof.^' 

Wordsworth  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  on  the  2nd  of 


MICHAELMAS  TERM^    7  VICT.  g 

of  May.    [Parke,  B. — ^With  respect  to  the  first  pointy  when  Exek,  of  PUat, 
the  Cotirt  granted  the  rule,  they  were  under  the  impression     ^  ^^^'  ^ 
that  the  distringas  was  returnable  on  one  of  the  excluded     Chambers 
days,  but  that  is  not  the  case.    The  rule  of  E.  T.,  2  Will.        smTth. 
4,  was  made  previously  to  the  statute,  and  does  not  affect 
this  question.     It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  the  ex- 
dnded  days  are  not  to  be  reckoned  among  the  fifteen  days 
which  are  required  by  the  statute  to  elapse  between  the 
teste  and  return  of  the  writ.     Alderson,  B. — ^The  11th 
section  is  conclusive  on  this  point.     (His  Lordship  read 
it).     The  legblature  cannot  have  intended  that  these 
four  days  should  be  considered  as  struck  out  of  the  ca- 
lendar, but  only  that  the  Court  should  not,  on  those  days, 
sit  for  the  dispatch  of  business.     Rolfe,  B. — I  quite  agree 
that  the  intention  of  the  legislature  cannot  have  been  to 
exclude  those  days  altogether.     It  might  as  well  be  con- 
tended that  the  Sundays  intervening  between  the  teste 
and  return  ought  not  to  be  reckoned  in  computing  the 
fifteen  days.] 

As  to  the  other  point,  the  statute  does  not  require  fifteen 
clear  days,  i.  e.,  exclusively  of  both  the  first  and  last  days, 
bat  only  that  there  shall  be  an  interval  of  not  less  than 
fifteen  days. 

Bamfre^i  in  support  of  the  rule. — If  the  construction 
of  the  statute  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends  be  right, 
the  defendant  has  only  fourteen  days  and  a  fraction; 
whereas  the  statute  expressly  declares  that  not  less  than 
fifteen  days — ^that  is,  whole  days — shall  intervene  between 
the  teste  and  the  return.  There  can  be  no  difference  be- 
tween the  words  ''not  less  than^'  and  *'at  least,''  in  the  com- 
pntation  of  time :  and  in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Salop  (a)> 
the  words  ''  fourteen  days  at  least,''  in  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  (relating  to  notices  of  appeal  against  orders 

(a)  SAd.  &E.  173;  3  N.  &P.286. 
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Ejch.  of  Piea»,  of  removal),  were  held  to  mean  fourteen  clear  days.     In 
^     Zouch  V.  Empsey  {a),  the  same  words  in  the  Lords'  Act,  32 
Chambers     Qeo.  2,  c.  28,  wcrc  similarly  construed. 

V. 

Smith. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
must  have  been  to  regulate  these  writs  in  accordance  with 
the  practice  under  the  old  original  writs.  My  impression 
is,  that  original  writs  were  returnable  in  fifteen  days,  one 
day  inclusive  and  the  other  exclusive ;  but  it  is  a  matter  of 
some  importance,  and  we  will  inquire  what  the  practice 
was.  In  Tidd's  Practice,  107,  it  is  said,  "  There  must  in 
general  be  fifteen  days  at  least  between  the  teste  and  return 
of  the  original  writ,  the  law  requiring  that  distance  of  time 
between  the  service  and  return.^' 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day, 

Parke,  B.  said,  that  the  Court  had  made  inquiries  on 
the  subject,  and  found  that  the  prevailing  opinion  was  that 
which  he  had  stated  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  viz.  that 
one  of  the  days  was  to  be  reckoned  inclusive  and  the  other 
exclusive.  The  rule  was  therefore  ordered  to  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 

Subsequently,  however,  on  the  matter  coming  before 
Parke,  B.,  at  chambers,  he  entertained  doubts  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  above  decision,  and  stayed  the  proceed- 
ings until  another  application  should  be  made  to  the 
Court :  and  accordingly,  in  Trinity  Term  (May  30), 

Humfrey  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  cause  why  the  rule  of  the  1st  of  May  should  not  be 
rescinded,  and  the  original  rule  of  the  20th  of  April  made 
absolute. 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  532. 


6  CA8ES    IN    TQE    £XCHEQU£il^ 

EiLck,  of  Pieas,  concerning  the  claim  of  the  said  Thomaa  Miller  decided  by 
^  .     me,  I  do  adjudge  that  the  claimant  has  not  made  out  his 

SaoRTBjDQE  claim  to  my  satisfaction,  and  do  order  that  his  claim  be 
YouNa.  barred,  and  that  he  do  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  of  and 
occasioned  by  this  application.  And  by  consent  of  the 
said  claimant,  and  of  John  Palmer,  James  Murrell,  Charles 
Mumford,  and  William  Casebow,  I  further  order,  that  the 
action  brought  by  the  said  claimant  against  the  last-men- 
tioned parties,  in  respect  of  the  seizure  herein,  be  discon- 
tinued, without  costs/^ 

Pashkyy  for  the  clramant,  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  the  above  order  should  not  be  rescinded  upon 
the  merits.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Have  we  any  jurisdic- 
tion to  interfere  ?  This  is  a  summary  disposal  of  the  case 
by  consent  of  the  parties,  instead  of  directing  an  issue. 
Surely  such  an  order  is  final.]  The  decision  of  the  Judge 
under  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  2,  is  subject  to  the 
revision  of  the  Court.  Wherever  an  act  of  Pariiament 
confers  upon  a  single  Judge  the  power  of  determining  a 
particular  matter,  his  determination  is  subject,  in  the 
absence  of  express  words  to  the  contrary,  to  the  revision  of 
the  fiill  Court.  In  Teggin  v.  Langford  (a),  where  a  Judge 
at  chambers,  in  an  order  made  under  this  statute,  had  ad- 
judicated as  to  the  costs,  this  Court  held  that  they  had 
power  to  review  that  decision.  The  consent  is  merely  to 
the  Judge^s  exercising  his  jurisdiction  by  making  an  order« 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — If  the  parties  consent  to  the 
Judge's  disposing  of  the  matter  himself  in  a  summary 
manner,  the  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  constitute  him  an 
arbitrator  for  that  purpose,  and  his  decision  cannot  be  re- 
viewed. Teggin  v.  Langford  was  not  the  case  of  a  decision 
made  in  a  summary  manner,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  but 
was  the  case  of  a  hostile  order. 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  65e. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas, 
1843. 

BuRBiDOE  V.  Marvin. 

Nov,  4.  y 

The  Isle  of  J-N  this  casc,  Barstow  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
Requests^Ac't  °  *^®  plaintiflF  to  shew  cause  why  the  execution  issued  against 
46  Geo.  3,  c.  66,  i}^q  defendant  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  a  sufic&ces- 

empowered  the      ^  , 

commissioners  tiou  should  uot  be  entered  on  the  roll,  in  order  to  deprive 
all  disputes  be-  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  Isle  of  Wight  Court  of  Re- 
part'y,  tlVy^  ^^^^ts  Act,  46  Gco.  3,  c.  66  (fl).    The  defendant  having  let 

sum  not  exceed- 
ing £5,  in  all 

actions  of  debt,  &c.:  a  subsequent  clause  provided,  that  the  act  should  not  extend  to  enable  them 
to  decide  on  any  debt  where  the  title  to  lands,  &c.  should  come  into  question,  or  which  should 
arise  by  reason  of  any  cause  concerning  testament  or  matrimony,  &c.  The  act  enabled  plaintiffs 
to  sue  in  that  Court,  for  debts  under  £5,  any  person  inhabiting,  residing,  or  being  within  the  Isle 
of  Wight;  and  it  was  enacted,  that  if  any  action  for  any  debt  recoverable  by  virtue  of  the  act  in 
the  Court  of  Requests  should  be  commenced  in  any  other  court,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  should  not,  by 
reason  of  a  verdict  for  him  or  otherwise,  be  entitled  to  any  costs. 

On  a  motion  to  enter  a  suggestion  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  under  this  act,  in  an  action 
of  debt,  in  which  the  defendant  had  let  judgment  go  by  default: — Held,  first,  that  the  act  applied 
to  such  a  case,  and  was  not  confined  to  cases  where  there  had  been  a  trial  and  verdict;  secondly, 
that  the  application  was  not  too  late  after  final  judgment;  thirdly,  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in 
the  affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion,  to  state  that  the  defendant  resided  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Requests,  and  was  liable  to  be  summoned  to  that  Court  for  the  debt,  but  that  it 
was  sufficient  to  state  that  he  resided  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  at  the  time  when  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons was  sued  out  in  the  action ;  and  lastly,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew  in  the  first  in- 
stance, that  it  was  not  such  an  action  of  debt  as  was  excluded  by  the  act  from  the  commissioners' 
Jurisdiction. 


(a)  The  1st  section  of  the  act 
appoints  certain  commissioners  to 
hear  and  determine  all  causes  for 
the  recovery  of  small  debts  within 
the  Isle  of  Wight. 

Sect.  11  authorizes  the  commis- 
sioners to  decide  and  determine  all 
disputes  and  differences  between 
party  and  party,  for  any  sum  not 
exceeding  5/.,  in  all  actions  or 
causes  of  debt,  &c.,  and  in  all 
causes  of  assumpsit  or  insimul 
coraputasset,  and  in  all  causes  or 
actions  of  trover  and  conversion, 
and  in  all  causes  and  returns 
founded  on  a  quantum  meruit,  and 
in  all  causes  or  actions  of  trespass 
or  detinue  for  goods  or  chattels 
taken  or  detained. 

Sect.  12  provides,  that  nothing 


in  the  act  contained  shall  extend 
to  enable  the  commissioners  to  de- 
termine the  right  or  title  to  any 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 
or  real  estates  whatsoever,  or  to 
judge,  determine,  or  decide  on  any 
debt,  where  the  title  of  the  free- 
hold or  lease  for  years  of  any  lands, 
&c.,  or  any  chattels  real  whatso- 
ever, shall  be  brought  or  come  into 
question,  or  to  judge,  determine,  or 
decide  on  any  debt  that  shall  arise 
by  reason  of  any  cause  concerning 
testament  or  matrimony,  or  any- 
thing concerning  or  properly  be- 
longing to  the  Ecclesiastical  Court. 
Sect.  17  enacts,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  person  or  persons 
(whether  such  person  or  persons 
shall  reside  within  the  jurisdiction 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  it  was  held  necessary  for  the  affidavit  to  state  that  the  de- 

^  1843.   ^     fendant  was  liable  to  be  sammoned  to  the  county  court. 

BuRBiDGB      Thirdly^  the  affidavit  does  not  sufficiently  state  the  nature 

MARVI2I.      ^f  ^^^  action.     It  ought  to  have  shewn  that  it  was  not  such 

an  action  of  debt  as  to  be  taken  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 

the  commissioners  by  the  12th  section  of  the  act.    Lastly, 

the  40th  section  applies  only  where  there  has  been  a  trial 

and  verdict  for  the  defendant :  Harris  v.  Lloyd  (a). 


Barstow,  contrk. — The  case  of  Harris  v.  Lloyd  arose  on 
the  Middlesex  County  Court  Act,  23  Geo.  2,  c.  88,  s.  19, 
which  applies  only  where  "  the  jury  upon  the  trial  of  the 
cause^^  shall  find  the  damages  to  be  under  40^.  Here  the 
words  are,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  cases  within  the  act,  shall 
not,  by  reason  of  a  verdict  for  him  or  othertoisey  have  any 
costs.  With  regard  to  the  other  objections,  the  application 
is  in  time,  because,  in  the  case  of  judgment  by  default, 
which  passes  immediately,  the  defendant  has  no  opportu- 
nity to  come  before  judgment,  and  he  could  not  apply  to 
the  Court  in  any  earlier  stage  of  the  cause ;  nor  could  he 
plead  the  act  in  bar.  Next,  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  in 
the  affidavit  more  than  that  the  defendant  resided  in  the 
Isle  of  Wight,  which  gives  the  commissioners  jurisdiction 
over  him;  to  do  so  would  have  been  swearing  to  an  inference 
of  law.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — ^The  Middlesex  County 
Court  Act,  on  which  Unmn  v.  King  was  decided,  applies 
only  to  persons  who  were  liable  to  be  summoned  to  the  old 
county  court.]  That  is  the  distinction  between  that  case 
and  the  present.  Lastly,  the  affidavit  sufficiently  shews, 
prim&  facie,  that  this  was  a  debt  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Requests.  The  words  of  the  affidavit  bring 
the  case  within  s.  11,  and  it  was  for  the  defendant  to  have 
shewn  himself  to  be  within  the  proviso  on  that  section  in 
s.  12. 

(a)  4M.  &Selw.  171. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  1841,  and  iu  pursuance  of  the  said  rules  and  regulations^ 
'  ^  and  the  said  provisions  so  therein  contained  as  aforesaid^ 
Stkwart  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  September,  a.  d.  1841,  the  said 
Wilson.  ship  or  vessel  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  then  being  at 
North  Shields,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  and  then 
intended  to  sail  on  a  certain  voyage,  to  wit,  to  Rotterdam, 
in  the  kingdom  of  Holland,  was  surveyed  in  hull  and  ma- 
.  terials  by  the  said  managing  underwriters  of  the  said  asso- 
ciation, in  conformity  with  and  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  said  rules  and  regulations;  and  the  said 
underwriters  thereupon,  to  wit,  upon  making  such  survey, 
deemed  necessary,  to  wit,  for  the  said  ship,  certain  stores 
and  repairs,  that  is  to  say,  among  other  things,  that  a  cer* 
tain  hawser,  to  wit,  a  thirty-fathom  seven-inch  hawser, 
should  be  got  and  provided  for  the  said  ship,  and  that  the 
pump-well  of  the  said  ship  should  be  built  up,  and  that  a 
pair  of  new  foretopmost  backstays  should  be  supplied  and 
got  for  the  said  ship;  and  the  said  underwriters  then 
deemed  the  said  hawser  and  the  building  up  of  the  said 
pump-well  necessary  to  be  got  and  done  before  the  said  ship 
should  go  to  sea,  and  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  said 
foretopmast  backstays  should  be  got  and  supplied  for  and 
to  the  said  ship  on  her  return  from  the  said  intended 
voyage;  and  that  the  said  underwriters  then,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  ordered  the  said  stores  and  re- 
pairs according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 
rules  and  regulations,  of  all  which  premises  in  this  plea 
aforesaid  the  plaintiff  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  had  due  notice,  and  was  then  ordered,  to 
wit,  by  the  said  underwriters,  to  get  the  said  stores,  and  do 
the  said  repairs,  to  wit,  amongst  others,  the  said  hawser 
and  the  building  up  of  the  said  pump- well,  before  the  said 
ship  should  go  to  sea,  and  the  said  pair  of  foretopmast 
backstays  on  the  return  of  the  said  ship  from  her  intend- 
ed voyage.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiff, 
not  regarding  the  said  notice  or  order,  or  the  said  rules 
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Stewart 

V, 

Wilson. 


Exch.  of  Pieoi,  count  mentioned^  without  the  said  pair  of  foretopmast  back- 

stays ;  and  further,  that  the  said  hawser,  and  the  building 
up  of  the  said  pumps  and  the  said  pair  of  foretopmast  back- 
stays,  were  material  parts  of  the  said  stores  and  repairs  so 
ordered  by  the  said  underwriters  as  aforesaid;  and  the 
said  ship,  by  reason  of  the  premises  in  this  plea  mentioned, 
and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  printed  rules  and  regu<» 
lations,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  of  the  said  ship, 
as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  was  not  insured,  and 
the  said  insurance  so  effected  as  aforesaid  became  and  was 
ineffectual  and  void. — ^Verification. 

The  replication  traversed  the  allegation,  ^'  that  by  the 
said  rules  it  is  laid  down  and  agreed,  that  the  stores  and 
repairs  ordered  by  the  managing  underwriters  must  be 
got  and  done  on  due  notice,  otherwise  the  ship  should  not 
be  insured,  but  the  insurance  so  effected  thereon  should 
become  void  and  ineffectual.'^     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  last  Northum- 
berland Assizes,  the  defendant,  under  the  direction  of  the 
learned  Judge,  had  a  verdict  on  this  issue,  the  allegations 
of  the  plea  being  proved;  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the 
plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  if  the  Court 
should  think  that  the  rules  of  the  association  did  not,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  avoid  the  policy  (a). 


(a)  The  Ist  and  15th  rules  were 
as  follows : — 

1.  "That  this  insurance  is  espe- 
cially understood  as  not  extending 
to  the  insurance  of  vessels  in  the 
American  trade,  and  should  any 
vessel,  entering  the  association, 
proceed  on  an  American  voyage, 
her  insurance  shall  eease,  hut  the 
owner,  for  each  hreach  of  the  rules, 
shall  he  held  responsible  to  the  un- 
derwriters for  the  entire  losses  and 
averages  that  may  happen  until 
the  expiration  of  that  policy." 


15.  '<  That  the  managing  under- 
writers, or  their  proxies,  shall  sur- 
vey or  cause  to  be  surveyed  each 
ship  in  hull  and  materials  once  a 
year  without  distinction,  and  order 
such  stores  and  repairs  as  they  may 
deem  necessary,  which  stores  must 
be  got,  and  repairs  done,  on  due 
notice  being  given,  otherwise  the 
ship  ihaU  not  be  imured.  Notice 
shall  also  be  given  by  the  members 
of  the  arrival  of  any  ship  that  has 
not  been  surveyed.^' 


MICHAELMAS   TIRM,    7  VICT.  J5 

On  the  2iid  of  Novanber,  Exeh.  rf  piea*, 

1843. 


S.  Temple  moved  accordingly. — The  effect  of  the  15th  Stewart 
rule  is  only  to  prevent  a  renewal  of  the  insurance^  in  cases  Wilson. 
of  disobedience  to  the  orders  of  the  managing  underwriters; 
it  does  not  render  void  the  existing  policy,  in  respect  of 
which  the  premium  may  have  been  already  paid.  The 
intoition  of  the  rule  is,  that  the  owner  shall  have  till  an<» 
other  year  to  consider  whether  the  vessel  is  worth  a  further 
insurance,  and  then,  if  he  choose  to  insure  her  again,  he 
must  obey  the  order  to  repair.  This  construction  is 
strengthened  by  the  difference  in  the  language  of  this  and 
of  the  first  rule,  which  declares  that  in  the  case  there  pro* 
Tided  for  the  insurance  shall  cease.  The  case  of  a  vessel 
entering  the  American  trade  appears  to  be  the  only  one  in 
which  the  rules  of  the  association  contemplate  a  forfeiture 
of  the  existing  policy.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose  a 
performance  of  the  orders  given  were  essential  to  make  the 
vessel  seaworthy?]  That  defence  might  be  raised  in  a 
different  form. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B, — ^We  will  look  at  the  rules. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
On  the  4th  of  November, 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  said, — ^The  Court  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  was 
correct.  We  think  the  effect  of  the  15th  rule  is,  that  the 
vessel  must  be  considered  unseaworthy,  and  the  insurance 
effected  on  her  consequently  void,  unless  the  directions  of 
the  managing  underwriters  are  from  time  to  time  complied 
with.     There  will  therefore  be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 

Temple  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  enter  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  ground,  that  it  ap- 
peared from  the  plea  that  the  managing  underwriters  had 


V. 

Wilson. 
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Exck,  qf  Pleas,  ordered  a  pair  of  new  foretopmast  backstays  to  be  suppKed 
^^^'  to  the  vessel,  not  at  the  time  of  the  order,  but  on  her  re- 
Stkwart  turn  from  the  voyage  on  which  she  was  about  to  sail.  He 
contended  that  the  underwriters  had  no  power,  under  the 
15th  rule,  to  make  a  prospective  order,  having  reference  to 
a  future  voyage:  they  could  only  pronounce  on  the  state 
of  the  vessel  as  regarded  the  voyage  on  which  she  was  then 
bound,  and  therefore  that  no  order  on  the  second  voyage 
had  been  disobeyed;  and  the  ship  performed  the  first  safely. 

Per  Curiam. — It  is  true  the  ship  returned  in  safety 
from  her  first  voyage;  but  as  she  started  on  that  voyage  in 
an  unseaworthy  state,  the  policy  was  gone  from  that  time, 
and  it  could  not  revive  on  her  safe  arrival. 

Rule  refused. 


jVof.  7.  Sutherland  v.  Pratt  and  Others. 

Where  the  con-  A  SSUMPSIT  ou  a  policy  of  insurance  for  £2000  on 
pledges  the  bill  ship  and  goods  lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  Bombay  to 
another*pcrson  Lo^^don,  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  have  been  made  with 
••  a  lecurity  for  the  General  Maritime  Assurance  Company  (of  which  the 

advances  made  x       .^    \ 

by  him,  and       defendants  were  three  of  the  directors)  by  Messrs.  Boggs, 

ment  thaMiTc '    Taylor,  &  Co.,  as  well  in  their  own  names  as  for  and  in  the 

eS^^arinsifr.  ^*™®s  ^^  ^^  ^^^  cvcry  pcrsou  and  persons  to  whom  the 
ance  on  the       same  did  Or  might  appertain  in  part  or  in  all.     The  decla- 

goods  for  the  .  o         rr  r     ^ 

benefit  of  the  ration  alleged  payment  of  the  premium  by  the  plaintiff  to 
depwH  the  *^^  Company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was,  during  the  said 
Sc^^e?^  c  m"'  ^^J^^f  *^  ^^*>  ^^  ^'  interested  in  the  goods  mentioned  in 
sueonthepoiicy  the  policy,  and  loaded  on  board  the  ship,  to  the  amount 

io  his  owo  .  , 

name.  insured ;  and  that  the  insurance  was  made  for  the  use  and 

benefit,  and  on  account  of  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid  :  and 
averred  a  partial  loss  by  the  wetting  and  damaging  of  the 
goods  during  the  voyage  (a) . 

(a)  See  the  declaration  set  out  fully,  10  M.  &  W.  296. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pkat,  the  benefit  of  the  plaintifiP.    Lord  Alnnger,  C.  B. — ^The  e?i- 

'  -     dence  was,  that  he  refused  to  accept  until  they  had  effected 

Sutherland  the  insurance.    In  such  a  case,  if  the  party  cannot  sue  in 

Mm 

Pratt.  his  own  name,  how  can  he  have  the  benefit  of  the  pledge? 
Parke,  B. — ^It  seems  to  turn  entirely  on  a  question  of 
fact ;  and  there  is  very  good  evidence  that  the  policy  was 
effected  entirely  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  to  cover  his 
interest  in  the  goods ;  and  it  is  clear  he  had  an  insurable 
interest.] 


Per  Curiam, 


Rule  refused. 


Nov.  7. 


The  grant  of  a 
market  does  not 
of  htelf  imply  a 
right  in  the 
grantee  fo  pre- 
vent persons 
from  selling 
markeuble 
articles  in  their 
private  shops, 
within  the 
limitt  of  the 
franchise,  on 
market  days. 
Such  a  right 
can  exist  only 
by  immemorial 
custom. 


The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of  Macclesfield 

V.  Chapman. 

v^ASE. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
possessed  of  a  certain  market,  in  the  township  of  Maccles- 
field, on  Tuesdays  and  Saturdays  in  each  week,  for  the 
buying  and  selling,  amongst  other  things,  of  flesh-meat ; 
and  that  they  were  also  possessed  of  certain  liberties,  tolls, 
stallage,  picage,  &c.,  to  the  said  market  belonging;  and 
that  all  butchers  selling  flesh-meat  on  Tuesdays  and  Satur* 
days,  within  the  said  township,  of  right  ought  to  sell  the 
same  within  the  said  market,  and  not  in  any  private  shops : 
nevertheless,  the  defendant,  intending  to  prevent  the  plain- 
tiffs from  enjoying  the  benefit  of  their  said  market,  exposed 
to  sale  in  certain  shops  of  the  defendant,  in  the  said  town- 
ship, divers  large  quantities  of  flesh-meat,  on  the  said  Tues- 
days and  Saturdays,  being  market  days,  without  the  license 
and  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiffs,  whereby  the  plaintifis 
lost  certain  stallage,  &c. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  possessed  of  the  said  market,  modo  et  formft ;  thirdly, 
that  all  butchers,  &c.  ought  not  of  right  to  sell  their  flesh- 
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V, 

Chapman. 


Exch,  of  Pleat,  scribed  to  have  a  fair  in  Westminster  upon  St.  Edward*s 

w  ^      .    day,  and  for  ten  days  after;  and  that  no  citizen  nor  other 

Mayor,  Sec.  of  in  London,  during  that  time,  should  sell  any  thing  in  Lon- 

lif  ACCLSfiFIKLiD 

don,  but  in  this  fair;  and  after  the  Abbot  remitted  this 
privilege,  and  had  of  the  citizens  of  London  for  that, 
£1500/'  It  must  be  assumed  that  the  grant  of  the  mar- 
ket was  before  the  existence  of  private  shops  for  the  sale  of 
marketable  commodities,  or  that  there  was  a  previous  writ 
of  ad  quod  damnum.  In  Mosley  v.  Walker  (a),  also,  the 
present  question  was  mooted,  but  not  decided. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  authority 
that  the  mere  possession  of  a  market  implies  the  right  of 
preventing  individuals  from  selling  in  their  own  shops  on 
market  days.  The  Prior  of  Dunstable's  Case  (a),  quoted  as 
establishing  that  proposition,  is  explained  in  Mosley  v. 
Walker  and  Mayor  of  Macclesfield  v.  Pedley,  and  shewn 
not  to  be  an  authority  to  that  extent.  It  seems  to  amount 
only  to  this,  that  a  person  shall  not  take  the  benefit  of  the 
lord's  market,  and  the  customers  attending  it,  and  yet 
fraudulently  deprive  him  of  the  tolls. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  concurred,  adding, — It  must  not, 
however,  be  understood  that  a  man  may  take  the  benefit  of 
the  market,  and  then  take  the  customers  away  from  it. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused  (i). 


(fl)  7  B.  &  Cr.  40. 

(b)  On  the  discussion  of  the  Is- 
lington Market  Bill,  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  in  the  year  1835  (^Qth 
July),  the  following  questions  were 
put  by  the  House  to  the  Judges : — 

**  A  charter  was  granted  by 
King  Edward  III.  to  the  corpora- 
tion of  the  borough  of  A.,  wiUi 
these  words  (inter  alia),    <quod 


nullum  mercatum  infra  septem 
leucas  in  circuitQ  burgi  prsedicti 
per  nos  vel  haeredes  nostros  alicui 
concedatur.'  The  corporation  has 
continued  to  hold,  as  it  before  had 
been  holden,  by  prescription,  a 
market  in  Blackacre,  and  to  take  the 
profits  thereof.  A  charter  is  now 
granted  to  B.  by  the  Crown,  of  a 
market  to  be  holden  in  Whiteacre, 
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£4reA«  qfPUmi,  ed  the  House,  that  in  their  opinion 

1843.  ihe  circumstance  of  the  benefit  of 

^       ^  the  public  requiring  a  new  market 

mIwImfwld  ^<^"^^  ^^^  of  itself  wanwitthegrant 
V.  of  a  new  market ;  their  opinion  is 

Chapman.  further  required,  whether  the  ad- 
vantage of  the  public,  coupled  with 
the  fact,  that  the  space  of  the  prior 
market  is  not  sufficient  for  the  buy- 
ers and  sellers,  could  not  be  plead- 
ed, or  in  any  way  taken  into  con- 
sideration, to  warrant  or  support 
the  grant  of  a  new  market,  within 
the  limits  of  the  common  law  ? 

4.  "  Or,  whether  the  advantage 
of  the  public,  coupled  with  the 
facts,  that  the  space  of  the  prior 
market  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
buyers  and  sellers,  and  that  part  of 

*  the  ancient  site  of  the  market  has 

been  employed  or  permitted  to  be 
employed  by  the  owners  of  the 
market  for  other  purposes  than 
those  of  the  market,  could  not  be 
pleaded  or  in  any  way  taken  into 
consideration,  to  warrant  or  sup- 
port the  grant  of  a  new  market 
within  the  limits  of  the  common 
law? 

5.  **  Or,  whether,  supposing  the 
prior  market  to  be  granted  in  a 
fixed  place,  the  advantage  of  the 
public,  coupled  with  the  facts,  that 
the  place  of  the  prior  market  is  not 
sufficient  for  the  buyers  and  sellers, 
and  that  part  of  the  ancient  site 
and  place  of  the  market  has  been 
employed  or  permitted  to  be  em- 
ployed by  the  owners  of  the  market 
for  other  purposes  than  those  of  the 
market,  could  not  be  pleaded  or  in 
any  way  taken  into  consideration, 
to  warrant  or  support  the  grant  of 
a  new  market  within  the  limits  of 
the  common  law  ?" 

The  Judges  delivered  their  opi- 


nion upon  the  two  first  questions 
in  the  affirmative;  and  desired  time 
to  consider  the  remaining  three 
questions :  to  which,  on  a  subse- 
quent day,  the  following  answer 
was  given  (on  behalf  of  himself  and 
Parke  B.,  the  only  Judges  then  in 
town)  by 

LiTTLEDALE  J, — **  When  three 
of  the  Judges,  Mr.  Baron  Parke^ 
Lord  Commissioner  J9o«aii^^/,  and 
myself,  attended  your  Lordships  on 
the  14th  of  July,  your  Lordships 
were  pleased  to  ask  the  Judges  then 
present,  whether  the  words  of  the 
charter  of  King  Edward  IIL  were 
such  as  to  give  it  the  effect  of  an 
act  of  Parliament,  and  to  which 
question  the  Judges  answered  in  the 
affirmative.  That  being  so,  it  would 
appear  that  all  the  other  questions 
which  now  await  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges  are  at  an  end ;  because,  if 
there  be  a  prohibition  by  act  of 
Parliament  from  holding  a  market 
within  seven  leagues  of  the  borough 
of  A.,  the  king  would  have  no  right 
to  grant  a  market  to  be  held  with- 
in seven  leagues,  under  any  circum- 
stances whatever,  but  an  applica- 
tion must  be  made  to  Parliament 
to  repeal  that  act  which  has  em- 
braced and  confirmed  the  charter. 

''  The  third  and  fourth  questions 
proposed  by  your  Lordships,  which 
are  the  two  first  of  those  upon 
which  the  Judges  requested  time 
for  consideration,  may  be  conve- 
niently answered  together.  These 
questions  evidently  apply  to  the 
grant  of  a  market,  not  to  be  held  in 
a  certain  spot,  defined  or  known 
by  metes  and  bounds,  but  generally 
in  the  vill  or  district  of  Blackacre. 
There  is  no   doubt  but  that  the 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,    fact  that  it  \rould  be  for  the  advan- 

1843.  tage  of  the  public  that  a  new  mar- 

"  ket  should  be  erected,  would  be  a 

lS!!c^«nELD   •"«««»»  g"*""^  '"'  **  Crown  fo 
V,  take  such  steps  as,  according  to 

Chapman.  i^vr,  would  have  the  effect  of  erect- 
ing a  new  market,  to  such  an  extent 
as  would  remedy  the  inconve- 
nience, without  affecting  the  rights 
of  the  owners  of  the  old  market ; 
and,  for  that  purpose,  a  writ  of 
ad  quod  damnum  might  issue,  and, 
upon  the  inquisition  returned  on 
that  writ,  that  the  erection  of  a  new 
market  would  not  be  to  the  da- 
mage of  the  owners  or  other  per- 
sons, the  Crown  might  grant  such 
a  new  market  as  would  not  be  to 
the  injury  of  others.  We  do  not 
say  that  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum 
is  absolutely  necessary' ;  but  if  the 
Crown  were  to  grant  a  new  charter 
without  a  writ  of  ad  quod  damnum, 
and  it  should  appear  that  the  in- 
terests of  other  persons  were  pre- 
judiced, the  Crown  would  be  sup- 
posed to  be  deceived,  and  the  grant 
migbt  be  repealed  on  a  scire  facias. 
Vide  note  in  Fitzherbert's  Natura 
Brevium,  226 :  and,  according  to 
the  authority  in  2nd  Inst.  406,  <  if 
one  hath  a  market,  either  by  pre- 
scription or  by  letters  patent  of  the 
king,  and  another  obtains  a  market 
to  the  nusans  of  the  former  market, 
he  shall  not  tarry  till  he  have 
avoided  the  letters  patents  of  the 
former  market  by  course  of  law  ; 
but  he  may  have  an  assize  of  nu- 
sans.' And  the  same  authority 
adds,  '  Note,  there  be  words  in 
the  grant  of  a  market — ita  quod 
non  sit  ad  nocumentum  alterius 
mercati.' 

"  But,  in  whatever  form  any  pro- 
ceedings are  taken  for  the  new  mar- 


ket, we  are  of  opinion  that  the  new 
market  can  only  be  legally  granted 
to  such  an  extent  as  to  provide  for 
what  may  be  called  the  surplus  ac- 
commodation of  the  public,  beyond 
what  the  market  of  Blackacre  can 
afford;  and  that  the  market  of 
Blackacre  is  not  to  be  affected  by 
the  new  market.  For  instance,  if 
the  public  require  twenty  acres  of 
market  accommodation,  and  Black- 
acre  could  only  furnish  ten  acres, 
the  newmarketcould  not  be  granted 
for  the  whole  twenty  acres,  but  only 
for  the  additional  ten  acres,  so  as, 
upon  the  whole,  the  twenty  should 
be  capable  of  being  used  by  the 
public.  And  we  think  that,  if  the 
proceeding  by  ad  quod  damnum 
should  be  adopted,  the  inquisition 
would  probably  be  adapted  to  such 
a  state  of  things.  For,  if  a  new 
market  were  granted  for  twenty 
acres,  that  would  be  to  the  damage 
cf  the  old  market,  and  it  might 
have  the  effect  of  totally  ruining  it, 
when  there  was  no  default  in  the 
owners  of  that  market,  but  the  ne- 
cessity for  a  new  market  arose  from 
the  increase  of  population. 

"  This  view  of  the  case,  however, 
is  entirely  new ;  we  at  least  know 
of  no  instance  where  the  question 
has  arisen ;  for,  in  general,  mar- 
kets belong  to  districts,  and  there 
they  may  be  changed  or  enlarged 
as  the  owners  please :  and,  as  this 
point  has  never  been  argued  by 
counsel,  and  as  the  opinion  of  two 
Judges  only  is  asked,  when  the  ori- 
ginal questions  were  submitted  to 
nine  Judges,  we  do  not  feel  so 
confident  in  this  opinion  as  if  wc 
had  come  to  the  same  conclusion 
after  hearing  counsel,  and  confer- 
ring with  the  whole  of  the  nine 
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Bxch.  qf  PUast  party  ultimately  successful  was  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
^^^'        the  first  trial. 


Jervia  now  shewed  cause. — The  Master  was  right  in  al- 
lowing the  costs  of  the  first  trial,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.  Here  the  cause  was,  by  the  act  of  the  Judge, 
without  any  default  or  blame  in  either  party,  made  a  re- 
manei,  and  the  record  was  so  indorsed.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  Master  to  tax  the  costs  on  the  postea ;  and  the  costs  of 
a  remanet  are  costs  in  the  cause.  It  is  just  the  same  as  if 
it  were  the  case  of  an  ordinary  remanet  from  the  pressure 
of  business,  and  differs  entirely  from  the  case  of  the  with- 
drawal of  a  juror  by  consent.  In  the  conduct  of  the  first 
trial,  neither  party  was  to  blame;  it  is  necessary,  therefore, 
to  go  further,  and  see  who  was  to  blame  originally  in  in- 
curring costs  at  all;  and  that  is  determined  by  the  verdict, 
which  shews,  that  the  action  ought  not  to  have  been  re- 
sisted. The  rule  is  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Burchall  v. 
BaUamy  (a).  There  the  cause  was  taken  down  to  trial,  but 
went  off  upon  a  reference  to  arbitrators,  who  never  made  any 
award :  the  cause  thereupon  went  down  to  trial  a  second 
time,  when  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict.  It  was  argued 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  going  down  to  trial  the  first  time,  for  that  the  case  was 
analogous  to  that  of  a  remanet,  in  which  the  costs  were 
always  paid;  and  the  Court,  in  order  to  assimilate  the 
practice  of  the  King's  Bench  to  that  which  was  stated  to 
prevail  in  the  Common  Pleas,  directed  that,  for  the  future, 
in  all  cases  where  a  cause  went  down  to  trial,  and  went  off 
upon  any  occasion  without  the  fault  of  the  parties,  and  was 
afterwards  brought  down  again  to  trial,  the  costs  of  such 
abortive  going  down  to  trial  should  be  taxed  and  allowed 
to  the  party  finally  prevailing,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
cause  had  gone  off  upon  a  remanet.  That  case  is  precisely 
in  point,  and  was  acted  on  by  this  Court  in  Harrison  v. 

(a)  5  Burr.  2693/ 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleas,  them,  non  confltat  that  they  would  not  have  found  a  yer- 

dict  for  the  defendant.  The  case  of  Burchall  v.  BaUamy 
is  expressly  overruled  by  Wood  v.  Duncan  (a),  in  which, 
upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  the  Court  held  that  the  plain- 
tifiP,  who  was  ultimately  successful,  was  not  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  the  first  trial.  [Parke,  B. — ^In  that  case  the  arbi- 
trator had  made  an  award,  which  was  set  aside;  in  BtirchaU 
V.  BaUamy  no  award  was  made.]  The  Court  proceeded  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  legal  award,  and  therefore  the 
reference  was  abortive.  The  case  of  Seeley  v.  Powers  is 
admitted  to  be  a  direct  authority  for  the  plaintiff;  but  it  is 
said  that  Patteson,  J.,  has  misconstrued  the  case  of  Harrison 
▼•  Bennett.  That,  however,  is  not  so,  for  in  Harrison  v.  Ben- 
nett there  was  a  verdict  found  and  delivered  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  first  trial,  although  it  was  not  conclusive  for  want  of 
a  finding  of  damages.  In  Seeley  v.  Powers,  the  learned 
Judge  took  time  to  consider,  and  his  judgment,  being  pro- 
bably  a  written  one,  is  not  likely  to  have  been  misreported : 
moreover,  it  was  recognised  and  confirmed  by  him  in  the 
subsequent  case  of  Watte  v.  Spurgin  (i),  in  which  he  states 
it  to  have  been  given  after  consideration,  and  an  examina- 
tion of  the  authorities.  [Parke,  B. — How  is  it  in  the  case 
of  a  venire  de  novo,  simplidter?  It  seems  to  have  been 
taken  for  granted,  in  Wood  v.  Duncan,  that  in  that  case 
each  party  pays  his  own  costs;  and  that  is  for  the  fault  of 
the  jury.]  Each  party  there  pays  his  own  costs:  Birdy. 
Appleion{c).  There,  after  a  venire  de  novo  awarded  on 
an  imperfect  special  verdict,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  second  tria],  a  new  trial  granted,  and  again  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  on  the  third  trial,  it  was  held  that, 
the  rule  for  a  new  trial  being  silent  on  the  subject  of 
costs,  the  plaintiff  was  only  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
last  trial.     The  Worcestershire  and  Staffordshire  Canal 


(a)  5  M.  &  W.  87.  (b)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  575. 

(c)  1  East,  111. 
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"  Alexander  v.  Smith. 

An  application  L^  HILTON  moved  to  set  aside  the  copy  of  a  distringas^ 
distringas  to^  and  the  levy  made  thereon^  on  the  ground  that  the  amount 
compel  an  ap-     ^f  ^^Y)t  and  costs  was  not  indorsed  on  the  writ,  pursuant  to 

pearance  must  '  ^ 

be  made  within  the  rulos  of  Hilary  Term,  2  Will.  4,  and  Mich.  Term,  3  Will. 

eight  days  after 

the  serriceof  4,  pi.  5.  The  Writ  was  served  on  the  2l8t  of  July,  return* 
e  istringas.  ^^jIq  i^  this  term ;  and  on  the  Ist  of  August,  a  summons 
having  been  served  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  before 
Coliman,  J.,  at  chambers,  why  the  copy  of  the  writ  and 
levy  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  the  same  was 
discharged,  on  the  ground  that  the  irregularity  ought  to 
have  been  objected  to  within  eight  days  from  the  time  of 
service. 


Chilton  now  submitted  that  the  rule,  as  to  applying  with- 
in eight  days,  did  not  apply  to  this  description  of  process ; 
and  that,  as  the  application  had  been  made  within  fifteen 
days  from  the  teste  of  the  distringas,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  not  have  taken  any  step  in  the  meanwhile,  the  appli- 
cation  was  not  too  late. 

Par&b,  B. — The  application  was  made  too  late.  The 
learned  Judge  was  right  in  thinking  that  the  defendant 
should  have  applied  within  eight  days  from  the  service  of 
the  distringas.  i 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


32  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exek.  of  Pleat,  obtain^  by  the  favour  and  indulgence  of  the  Court,  in  its 

'  '     discretion^  a  larger  amount  for  extra  expenses  than  the 

Davibs       Master  has  thought  fit  to  allow.    Possession  was  kept  for 

Edmonds,     a  Considerable  time  under  a  Judge's  order,  and  therefore 

the  Court  will  order  an  extra  allowance  in  respect  of  that. 

Secondly,  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to  a  per  centage  upon  the 

amount  of  the  sale,  and  not  merely  upon  the  sum  paid  over 

by  him  to  the  execution  creditor.    He  is,  therefore,  entitled 

to  the  additional  sum  of  2/.  lOs.  per  cent,  upon  the  £250 

paid  to  the  landlord  for  rent ;  for  he  is  bound  to  levy  for 

the  rent,  as  well  as  for  the  amount  of  the  execution. 

Parke,  B. — The  Master  is  bound  to  allow  the  expenses 
of  such  a  possession  as  was  necessary  for  the  sale  of  the 
goods.  Here  he  has  thought  fit  to  allow  for  the  expenses 
of  seven  days'  possession,  and  that  was  a  reasonable 
charge.  Extra  expenses  cannot  be  allowed.  The  sheriff  is 
entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  those  payments  which  are 
prescribed  by  the  table  of  fees,  and  ought  to  have  his  com- 
mission of  2/.  lOs.  per  cent,  on  all  the  money  raised  by  the 
sale.  The  rule  will,  therefore,  be  made  absolute,  without 
costs,  for  the  payment  to  the  sheriff  of  the  additional  sum 
of  6/.  5«.,  being  2/.  10^.  per  cent,  upon  the  rent  of  £250. 

Gurney,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly,  without  costs. 
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Exeh.  of  Pieat,  the  Said  agreement^  and  in  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf^ 

*  ^     to  wit,  &c.,  caused  the  manufacture  of  the  said  triangular 

Scott        lamp  to  be  Commenced  and  proceeded  with,  and  the  con- 

Eastern      struction  thereof  to  be  carried  on  and  brought  nearly  to 

Railwa  "co.  completion,  and  did,  in  so  doing,  necessarily  expend  and  in- 
cur, and  cause  to  be  expended,  divers  large  sums  of  money, 
charges,  and  expenses,  to  wit,  £300 ;  and  although  the 
plaintiff  was  at  all  times,  from  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement,  ready  and  willing  to  perform  the  same  in  all 
things  on  his  part  to  be  performed,  and  to  cause  the  said 
last-mentioned  lamp  to  be  completed  and  delivered  to  the 
defendants  within  a  reasonable  time  from  the  making  of  the 
said  agreement ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  did  afterwards, 
and  after  the  refusal  of  the  defendants  to  accept  or  receive 
the  said  last-mentioned  lamp  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and  long  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  offer  to 
deliver  the  said  last-mentioned  lamp  to  the  defendants,  of 
which  premises  the  defendants  always  had  notice;  yet 
the  defendants,  disregarding  their  said  promise,  after  the 
making  thereof,  and  before  a  reasonable  time  for  the  com- 
pletion and  delivery  of  the  said  last-mentioned  lamp,  to  wit, 
Sec.,  wholly  refused  to  accept  or  receive  the  said  last^men- 
tioned  lamp,  and  then  wholly  and  wrongfully  discharged 
the  plaintiff  from  further  proceeding  with  the  manufacture 
thereof,  or  from  at  any  time  delivering  the  same  to  the 
defendants,  and  then  wholly  absolved,  exonerated,  and  dis- 
charged the  plaintiff  from  any  further  observance  or  per- 
formance of  the  said  agreement  on  his  part ;  and  the  de- 
fendants have  from  thence  continually  hitherto  wholly 
refused  to  accept  or  receive  the  said  lamp,  although  the 
plaintiff  did  as  aforesaid,  after  the  said  default  of  the  de- 
fendants as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  to  wit,  &c.,  cause  the  said  lamp  to  be  completed, 
and  then  offered  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  defendants, 
whereby  &c. 
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Exch,  qf  Pleat,  ally  rcceive  the  same,  or  give  something  in  earnest  to  bind 

^  '  ^     the  bargain  or  in  part  of  payment,  or  some  memorandum 

Scott        in  writing  of  the  said  bargain  be  made  and  signed  by 

Mm 

Eastern      the  parties  to  be  charged  by  such  contract,  or  their  agents 
R  a^lway'co.    thereunto  lawfully  authorized/'  The  statute  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14, 

s.  7,  extends  the  provisions  of  that  section ;  and,  after  re- 
citing it,  enacts,  *'  that  the  said  enactment  shall  extend 
to  all  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods  of  the  value  of  £10 
sterling  and  upwards,  notwithstanding  the  goods  may  be 
intended  to  be  delivered  at  some  future  time,  and  may  not, 
at  the  time  of  such  contract,  be  actually  made,  procured,  or 
provided,  or  fit  or  ready  for  delivery,  or  some  act  may  be  re- 
quisite for  the  making  or  completing  thereof,  or  rendering 
the  same  fit  for  delivery/'  In  this  case  the  acceptance  of  the 
smaller  lamps  could  not  be  considered  as  a  part  acceptance 
of  the  triangular  lamp,  inasmuch  as  that  was  not  in  exist- 
ence at  the  time ;  and  although  it  was  ordered  at  the  same 
time  as  the  common  lamps,  which  were  immediately  after- 
wards delivered  and  paid  for,  it  must  be  considered  as  within 
a  separate  contract.  [Alderson,  B. — Is  it  not  like  the  case 
of  a  person  going  into  a  shop  and  choosing  difijerent  articles, 
all  of  which  form  one  contract?]  There  the  articles  are 
in  existence  at  the  time,  and  where  a  contract  is  made  for 
several  articles,  all  of  which  are  in  existence  at  the  time, 
the  acceptance  of  one  is  the  acceptance  of  all,  and  the  pro- 
perty in  all  passes :  Baldey  v.  Parker  {a).  But  here  the 
thing  was  not  made,  and  there  can  be  no  part  delivery  of 
goods  which  are  not  in  existence.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
The  9th  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  7,  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
former  act  to  goods  not  made.  Here  there  was  an  order 
for  lamps,  some  already  made,  and  another  to  be  made. 
Then  there  is  an  acceptance  of  the  former.  Are  not  the 
parties  bound  by  that?     Alderson,  B. — If  I  make  a  con- 

(«)  2B.  &C.  37. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  and  the  former  are  sent  home  to  and  accepted  by  him,  he 

1843 

*  ^    is  not  bound  to  pay  for  the  latter  ?    The  two  statutes  that 

Scott        hBYe  been  referred  to  must  be  construed  as  incorporated 

Eastern      together,  and  then  it  is  plam  that  where  an  order  for  goods 

Railway'co.  niade,  and  for  others  to  be  made,  forms  one  entire  contract, 

acceptance  of  the  former  goods  will  take  the  case  out  of 

the  statutes  as  regards  the  latter  also. 

Alde&son,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  transac- 
tion constituted  but  one  contract.  There  is  no  distinction 
between  this  case  and  that  of  a  party  who  goes  into  a  shop 
and  buys  fifty  different  articles  at  the  same  time.  It  is 
clear  that  such  a  person  does  not  make  fifty  different  con- 
tracts. If  a  man  enters  into  an  entire  agreement  for  goods 
made,  and  for  others  to  be  made,  his  accepting  part  of  the 
goods  made  is  evidence  of  his  having  entered  into  the 
agreement.  That  is  the  true  object  and  meaning  of  the 
statute.  The  articles  bargained  to  be  made  are  treated  for 
this  purpose  as  goods  actually  made,  although  they  are  not 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  agreement. 

Gu&NEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


40  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUEE^ 

Exch.  of  Pleas,  a  practice  had  prevailed  at  the  Custom  House  of  allow- 
ing the  owners  of  imported  goods  to  take  them  away 
without  payment  of  duty  at  the  time,  an  entry  of  the 
contents  of  the  cases  containing  the  goods  having  been 
previously  made  in  a  book  called  the  Blue  Book,  kept 
by  the  officers.  The  fraud,  in  the  present  case,  was 
eflfected  by  a  clerk  of  the  defendant,  who,  with  the  assist- 
ance of  two  Custom  House  officers,  removed  the  leaves  from 
the  book  in  which  the  original  contents  of  the  case  in  ques- 
tion were  entered,  and  substituted  others,  containing  false 
entries  of  the  quantities  of  goods  imported,  and  inserting 
smaller  quantities.  The  defendant  did  not  appear  to  have 
been  personaUy  concerned  in  tampering  with  the  books, 
nor  was  any  knowledge  of  the  fraud  directly  brought 
home  to  him ;  but  it  appeared  that  he  had,  or  must  have, 
derived  benefit  from  the  fraudulent  transaction.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  learned  Judge  told  the  jury,  that, 
as  the  defendant  had  derived  a  benefit  from  the  fraud, 
they  might  infer  knowledge  on  his  part  of  the  fraud  having 
been  committed,  and  that  the  case,  imder  those  circum- 
stances, in  his  judgment,  would  be  made  out  against  the 
defendant :  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Crown 
accordingly. 

Thesiger  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection,  or  why  the  proceedings  should  not  be  stayed 
until  the  determination  of  a  writ  of  error  sued  out  in  the 
case  of  Regina  v.  Candy y  the  defendant  in  which  case  had 
been  in  partnership  with  the  present  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction  in  question.  First,  the  learned 
Judge  was  wrong  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  defendant^s 
having  derived  benefit  from  the  fraud  (which  was  rather 
assumed  than  proved)  was  evidence  of  his  being  cognizant 
of  it.  When  goods  are  illegally  landed  without  payment 
of  duties,  and  payment  of  duties  is  altogether  evaded,  and 
they  are  brought  to  the  place  of  business  of  the  trader 
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X 

Exch.  of  Pleat,  In  this  caso^  the  defendant  had  in  his  possession  goods 

which  had  not  paid  duty^  and  the  onua  probandi  is  on  him 
to  shew  that  he  had  them  lawfully.]  Secondly^  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  case  ought  to  be  stayed  until  the  deter- 
mination of  the  writ  of  error  brought  on  a  bill  of  exceptions 
in  the  case  of  Begina  y.  Candy,  who^  being  the  partner 
of  the  present  defendant^  has  been  convicted  on  an  informa- 
tion for  penalties  in  respect  of  the  very  same  transaction^ 
and  judgment  signed  against  him  for  the  same  amount  of 
penalty  as  in  the  present  case^  which  has  been  brought 
into  court.  This  being  a  constructive  act^  from  which 
the  party  is  to  be  made  liable,  it  cannot,  at  aU  events, 
be  presumed  from  the  cmmmstance  of  L  finn  haviBg 
derived  a  benefit  from  the  fraud,  that  both  the  partners 
had  a  knowledge  of  it,  and  that  both  are  to  be  made  liable 
for  an  act  of  the  same  individuaL  The  number  of  penal- 
ties cannot  depend  on  the  number  of  persons  composing 
the  firm.  Only  one  penalty  can  attach,  for  the  offence 
is  in  its  nature  single.  In  Rex  v.  Clark  (a),  it  was  held, 
that,  where  an  offence,  created  or  made  penal  by  statute, 
is  in  its  nature  single,  one  single  penalty  only  can  be  re- 
covered; because,  as  Lord  Mansfield  said,  "  though  several 
persons  may  join  in  committing  it,  it  still  constitutes  but 
one  offence.''  So,  in  Rex  v.  Bleasdale  {b),  it  was  held 
that  two  persons  cannot  be  convicted  in  separate  penalties 
under  5  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  4,  for  using  a  greyhound  to  destroy 
game.  [Alderson,  B. — There  the  words  are,  that  the  per- 
son or  persons  so  convicted  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  5/., 
that  is,  one  penalty  of  £&,  not  £6  each.]  No  doubt  the 
question  is,  is  the  act  single,  or  may  it  be  the  several  act  of 
several  persons?  One  person  may  be  assisting  in  receiving 
the  goods,  and  another  person  in  resisting  the  officers  iu 
coming  to  look  for  them;  a  third  may  harbour  and  con- 
ceal them.     The  act  proved  here  was  a  single  act  of  il- 

(a)  Cowp.  610.  (b)  4  T.  R.  809. 
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Exch,  of  PUas,  jury  have  said,  by  their  finding,  that  each  of  these  persons 

was  concerned  in  it. 


Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  the  defendant's  being 
acquainted  with  this  fraud.  He  obtained  possession  of 
goods  for  which  less  than  the  proper  duty  appeared  to  have 
been  paid.  If  that  were  not  so,  it  was  incumbent  on  him 
to  shew  that  he  had  paid  the  full  amount  of  duty.  He 
must  have  had  books  to  shew  the  price  of  the  goods,  and 
the  amount  of  duties  payable  in  respect  of  them;  and  those 
books  he  does  not  produce.  He  derives  benefit  from  the 
fraud,  and  therefore  the  jury  were  warranted,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  in  inferring  that  he  had 
a  knowledge  of  it. 

As  to  the  other  point,  it  appears  to  me  that  the]  distinc- 
tion I  have  pointed  out  is  decisive ;  we  must  look  at  the 
statute  to  see  whether  it  was  intended  that  every  person 
offending  should  be  punished,  or  merely  that  every  of- 
fence should  be  punished.  The  question  is,  whether  an 
offence  which  is  committed  by  several  persons  is  to  be 
visited  by  one  penalty,  or  each  person  is  to  be  visited  by 
a  penalty.  Plere  each  person  who  is  concerned  in  the  trans- 
action is  plainly  subject  to  a  penalty  under  the  act  of  Par- 
liament. Mr.  Dean  is  subject  to  the  penalty,  and  Mr. 
Candy  is  subject  to  the  penalty. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


46 


CASES   IN  THE   BXCHBQUEB, 


Hawkes- 

WORTH 

Showlbk. 


Each,  qf  Pleat,  partly  on  a  principle  of  public  policy,  wlich  deems  it  ne- 
cessary to  gaard  the  security  and  confidence  of  private  life, 
even  at  the  risk  of  an  occasional  fEulnre  of  justice/'  Now 
that  principle  could  have  no  application  here,  because  the 
case  had  been  fully  established  as  against  the  witness's 
husband.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Is  it  not  a  general  rule, 
that  a  party  to  the  record  is  always  incompetent  ?]  Not 
always.  In  Warrall  Y.Janes  (a),  where  a  co-defendant  on 
the  record  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  it  was  held 
that  his  testimony  was  admissible,  provided  he  had  no  in- 
terest in  the  event  of  the  suit.  The  only  question  is,  whe« 
ther  the  witness  was  interested,  and  whether  her  evidence 
would  tell  for  or  against  her  husband.  But  it  could  not 
possibly ^be  suggested  that  she  was  interested,  or  that  her 
evidence  would  tell  for  or  against  her  husband,  because  it 
was  admitted  and  clearly  established  that  Boyce  had  taken 
the  goods.  In  fVard  v.  Haydon  (&),  where  a  co-defendant 
was  called  to  exculpate  the  other  defendant,  he  was  held 
by  Lord  Kenyan  to  be  admissible,  he  having  suffered  judg- 
ment by  default.  [Aldersan,  B. —  Suppose  the  plaintiff 
had  cross-examined  her  to  prove  that  her  husband  had 
interfered,  could  she  have  been  prevented  from  answering 
the  question  in  his  fiivour?  Gumey,B.  —  A  witness  is 
bound  by  his  oath  to  tell  the  whole  truth :  then  how  can 
you  restrain  his  evidence  to  a  particular  fact,  or  to  a  par- 
ticular individual?  Aldersan,  B. — ^This  is  a  joint  action 
against  Showier  and  Boyce.  If  you  take  Showier  off  the 
record,  the  witness's  husband  would  be  solely  liable  to  exe- 
cution, by  which  he  would  be  prejudiced.]  It  is  not  a 
sufficient  reason  for  excluding  the  evidence,  that  the  exe- 
cution might  go  against  the  husband  alone,  for  that  might 
be  so  if  there  were  a  verdict  against  both  the  defendants. 
[RalfefB. — Suppose  the  wife,  on  being  asked  how  she 
knew  that  Showier  had  given  no  authority,  were  to  say, 


(a)  7  Bing.  395 ;  5  M.  &  P.  241. 


(b)  2Esp.553. 
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ETch.  of  Pleat,  bcr  at  ouc  time  it  was  thought  that  an  objection  could  be 
^  '  ^     made  to  a  witness  with  reference  to  the  particular  kind 

Hawk£s.  of  question  to  be  put  to  him,  but  that  notion  is  long  since 
^^^^^  exploded,  and  now  a  witness  is  considered  competent  or 
Showlbb.  incompetent  upon  the  general  ground  of  exclusion,  of  in- 
terest one  way  or  other.  When  once  a  witness  is  sworn,  he 
is  not  sworn  to  answer  particular  questions,  bat  to  give 
evidence  on  all  the  matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties. 
It  is  quite  clear  that  both  parties  are  liable  to  the  judg- 
ment and  execution,  if  the  verdict  go  against  both ;  and  if 
the  wife  is  called  to  prove  that  her  husband  is  the  only 
person  liable,  she  is  called  against  her  husband.  The 
cases  cited  were  all  cases  where  the  parties  had  ceased  to 
be  parties  to  the  record  or  the  issue.  I  agree  with  the  case 
decided  by  Lord  Kenyan,  founded  on  the  good  sense  and 
principle  which  that  learned  Judge  possessed,  perhaps  more 
than  all  his  predecessors, — that  where  a  party  had  suffered 
judgment  by  default  in  an  action  of  trover,  he  was  a  com- 
petent witness  to  prove  that  the  other  party  was  not  liable, 
though  he  expressly  made  himself  liable  to  the  whole,  for 
he  was  not  a  party  to  the  issue,  or  upon  the  record.  Where 
a  defendant  has  ceased  to  be  a  party  to  the  record,  there  is 
no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  examined,  any  more  than 
if  he  never  had  been  a  party  to  it.  Reference  has  been 
made  also  to  a  case  tried  before  Lord  Chief  Baron  Thomp^ 
son,  which  has  been  the  foundation  of  a  rule  since  ^cted 
upon  by  the  Judges,  that  a  defendant  in  trespass  shall  not 
be  acquitted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  evidence,  till  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  concluded. 
I  do  not  see,  however,  that  any  one  of  the  cases  cited 
furnishes  any  ground  for  the  present  motion. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  rule 
has  been  established,  that,  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's 
case,  any  defendant  in  case  or  trespass  against  whom 
tio  evidence  is  produced  may  be  acquitted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  him  a  witness ;  and  the  reason  assigned 
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Exek,  qf  Pleas,  entirely  removed  from  it,  whether  by  a  jndCTient  by  de- 
1843  .  f       f     *=>  f 

faulty  or  by  a  verdict  pronounced  in  his  favour,  or  by  the 

jury  not  being  charged  with  his  interest  at  all  at  the  time, 

in  those  cases,  and  in  those  only^  his  wife  can  be  examined 

as  a  witness. 


GuRNEY,  B. — If  the  witness  be  once  sworn,  I  do  not  see 
how  it  is  possible  to  limit  and  restrict  the  evidence  she  has 
to  give.  My  Lord  has  mentioned  a  case  in  which  it  is 
clearly  possible  she  might  injure  the  husband,  because  she 
might  be  cross-examined  by  the  plaintiff,  and  by  that 
means  he  might  be  enabled  to  adduce  evidence  injurious 
to  him ;  but  if  once  she  be  examined,  I  do  not  see  how  she 
can  possibly  be  restrained  from  giving  evidence  in  favour 
of  her  husband,  and  then  she  might  acquit  him.  To  grant 
this  rule  would  be  to  let  in  a  practice  by  which  persons 
might  call  witnesses  under  pretence  of  one  purpose,  and 
then  the  witnesses  be  examined  for  another.  It  is  quite 
impossible  for  the  Judge  to  know  that  the  witness  will  be 
examined  merely  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  party  pro- 
fesses to  call  him. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  wife  of  a  party  to  the  record  is  or  is  not  in- 
terested in  the  result  of  the  issue,  and  I  agree  that  she  is. 
It  is  evidently  with  a  view  to  that  distinction  that  Lord 
Kenyan  puts  the  case  where  a  party  has  suffered  judgment 
by  default.  But  it  is  not  to  be  taken  that  the  Court  lays  it 
down  as  conclusive,  that  in  every  case  where  a  party  suffers 
judgment  by  default,  he  is  entitled  to  be  examined  as  a 
witness,  because  it  frequently  happens  that  damages  are  to 
be  assessed  against  the  parties  who  have  suffered  judgment 
by  default. 

Rule  refused. 
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Ejceh.  of  Pleas,  latter  is  the  correct  view  of  the  matter,  and  therefore 

1843 

that  the   bank   in  London  ought   to  have   given   notice 

direct  to  the  plaintiffs,  instead  of  to  the  branch  of  their 

own  bank  at  Pwllheli.     The  Portmadoc  Branch  did  not 

even  indorse  the  bill  to  the  Pwllheli  Branch.     [Lord  Ab- 

inger,  C.  B.  —  How  was  the  bank  in  London  to  know 

from  whom  the  bill  came  ?]     They  were  bound  to  make 

proper  inquiries  on  the  subject.     [Parke,  B. — I  entertain 

no  doubt  on  this  point.     The  same  question  arose  in  a 

case  of  Corlett  v.  Jones,  respecting  the  North  and  South 

Wales  Bank,  though  the  case  went  off  on  another  point. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  the  constant  practice  to  give 

notice  of  dishonour  in  this  way.] 

Rule  refused. 


ifoff^  18.  Sutton  v.  Temple. 

On  a  demise  of  ASSUMPSIT. — ^Thc  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
ture  of  ian/(M  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  indebted 
fiddWofaf  e-  *^  ^^^  plaintiff  in  £20,  for  the  use  of  certain  pasture  land 
cific  term  at  a  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  eatage  of  the  grass  thereon  grow- 
there  is  no  im-  ing>  by  the  plaintiff  before  that  time  let  to  the  defendant 
on^the**pafi*of  **  ^^  ^^^  rcqucst,  and  by  the  defendant,  according  to  such 
the  lessor  that  letting,  had  and  used  in  and  for  the  depasturing  of  cattle. 

It  shall  be  fit  °  r  o  j 

for  the  purpose   for  a  long  time  before  then  elapsed.     There  was  also  a 

for  which  it  is  ,  .     .    .     i 

uken.  count  on  an  account  stated. 

Therefore, 
where  A. 
agreed  in  writ- 
ing to  take  the 
eatage  of 
twenty-four 
acres  of  land 
from  B.y  for 

seven  months,  at  a  rent  of  iS40,  and  stocked  the  land  with  beasts,  several  of  which  died  a  few 
days  afterwards,  from  the  effect  of  a  poisonous  substance  which  had  accidentally  been  spread 
over  the  field  without  B.'s  knowledge: — Held,  that  A.  was  not  entitled  therefore  to  throw  up 
the  land,  but  continued  liable  for  the  whole  rent. 


Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  as- 
sizes at  Lincoln,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  took  the 
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Exch.  o/pieaSf  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  state  of  the  eddish  at  the  time  of 
^^^-        the  letting. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  contended  for  the 
defendant  that  he  could  not  be  made  liable  in  this  action, 
inasmuch  as,  the  eddish  being  wholly  unfit  for  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  taken,  the  food  of  beasts,  the  defendant 
could  not  be  said  to  have  had  any  beneficial  use  or  enjoy- 
ment of  it. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  cattle  died  in  consequence  of  the  eddish  having  been 
poisoned  by  the  paint,  and  they  found  that  they  did.  The 
verdict,  under  his  Lordship's  direction,  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  j£12,  that  being  a  rateable  proportion  of  the 
rent  for  the  time  the  defendant  actually  occupied ;  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  him,  and  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  increase  the  da- 
mages to  £26.  Cross  rules  were  obtained  accordingly, 
and  were  now  argued  by 

Whitehurst  and  Mellor,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  in  law  to  recover  the  whole  amount  claimed  by 
her  in  this  action.  It  is  founded  upon  an  express  agree- 
ment in  writing  by  the  defendant  to  take  the  eatage  of  a 
specific  piece  of  land,  known  to  both  the  parties,  for  a  spe- 
cific term.  The  defendant  entered  into  the  occupation  of 
the  land  under  that  agreement,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff 
became  entitled  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  rent  stipu- 
lated for  by  the  agreement,  unless  something  has  occurred 
which  amounts  in  point  of  law  to  an  eviction  by  the  plain- 
tiff. The  defence  set  up  is,  not  that  the  grass  itself  was 
bad  in  quality,  or  in  its  nature  injurious  to  cattle,  but  that 
it  was  poisoned  by  scattered  particles  of  paint  strewed  over 
it ;  a  fact  as  much  within  the  knowledge  of,  and  as  easily 
ascertainable  by,  the  defendant  as  the  plaintiff.  It  is  con- 
tended, however,  that  upon  this  demise  the  plaintiff  im- 
pliedly undertook  that  the  land  should  be  in  all  respects 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas,  the  purposc  for  which  he  wants  to  use  it  or  not/'    There  is 

a  numerous  class  of  cases,  all  leading  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion ;  that,  where  parties  contract  for  a  specific  chattel,  the 
maxim  of  the  common  law,  caveat  emptor,  applies,  and 
there  is  no  implied  warranty  that  it  shall  be  fit  for  any 
particular  purpose.  They  referred  to  Chandehr  v.  Lopus  (a). 
La  Neuville  v.  Nourse  {b),  Parkinson  v.  Ijce  (c).  Bluett  v. 
Osborne  (d).  Gray  v.  Cox  {e),  Barr  v.  Gibson  (/).  The  rule 
of  the  civil  law  was  dififerent;  Co.  Litt.  102.  a;  2  Bl.  Comm. 
451;  and  there  are  some  dicta  of  learned  Judges  in  which 
this  distinction  has  not  been  adverted  to.  On  the  other 
hand,  where  the  contract  is  for  an  unascertained  chattel, 
which  is  to  be  selected  or  manufactured  by  the  seller  for  a 
particular  purpose,  there  he  impliedly  contracts  that  it  shall 
be  reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose :  Jones  v.  Bright  {ff), 
Brown  v.  Edgington  (A).  In  the  former  case,  indeed,  there 
were  words  in  the  contract  tantamount  to  an  express  war- 
ranty. The  case  of  Smith  v.  Marrable  (i)  will  no  doubt  be 
mainly  relied  on  for  the  defendant.  But,  in  the  first  place, 
it  is  distinguishable  on  the  ground  that  that  was  the  case 
of  a  latefU  defect:  it  was  like  the  case  where  a  party  orders 
goods  which  he  has  never  seen.  Moreover,  none  of  the 
authorities  which  have  now  been  referred  to  were  cited  in 
that  case.  The  case  of  Salisbury  v.  Marshall  {k),  which 
was  there  cited  for  the  defendant,  is  not  applicable.  There 
there  was  an  understanding  between  the  parties  that  the 
premises  should  be  put  into  proper  repair  by  the  landlord, 
and  the  defendant  was  "  to  become  tenant  by  occupying," 
upon  which  expression  the  ruling  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  proceeded. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Smith  v.  Marrable  wm  mainly 


(a)  Cro.  Jac.  4.  (g)  5  Bing.  533. 

(b)  3  Campb.  351.  (h)  2  Man.  &  G.  279;  2  Scott, 

(c)  2  East,  314.  N.  R.496. 

{d)  1  Stark.  384.  (f)  11  M.  &  W.  5. 

(e)  4  B.  &  Cr.  108.  (k)  4  C.  &  P.  65. 
(/  )  3  M.  &  W.  390. 


68  CASES    IN    THE   EXCHEQUER^ 

Exeh,  of  Pleas,  would  Still  be  liable^  unless  he  gave  up  the  possession  of 

•  ^     the  land  immediately  on  his  discovering  that  it  was  sub- 

SuTTOK       ject  to  this  nuisance.     The  contract  must  be  rescinded 

Temple.       forthwith^  and  the  parties  placed  in  statu  quo :  Hunt  v. 

Silk  (a),  Parker  v.  Palmer  (b),  Street  v.  Blay  (c). 

Clarke,  Serjt.,  and  Barlow,  for  the  defendant. — There  is 
no  ground  for  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between  the 
'  demise  of  a  house  for  the  purpose  of  occupation^  and  of 

land  for  a  specific  purpose,  as  the  eat  age  of  cattle.  It  is 
said  on  the  other  side,  in  the  first  place,  that  where  there 
is  a  written  contract  between  the  parties,  no  warranty  can 
be  implied  by  law.  But  all  the  cases  that  have  been  cited 
answer  that  argument.  In  the  case  even  of  a  lease  by 
deed,  there  may  be  an  implied  condition  that  the  tenant 
shall  cultivate  the  land  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
country,  or  the  rules  of  good  husbandry.  It  is  clear  that 
an  implied  condition  may  be  imported  by  law  into  a  writ- 
ten contract,  if  it  be  not  expressly  excluded:  HaU  v. 
Betty  (rf),  Souter  v.  Drake  (e).  Shepherd  v.  Pybus  (/).  And 
this  is  a  case  in  which  the  law  does  imply  a  warranty  that 
the  land  should  be  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
taken,  namely,  the  eatage  of  the  grass  by  the  mouths  of 
cattle.  It  is  assumed  on  the  other  side  that  this  was  a 
contract  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  specific  land 
known  to  the  defendant ;  whereas  it  is  only  a  contract  for 
the  use  and  eatage  of  a  certain  number  of  acres  of  landj  no 
further  defined  than  as  it  is  described  as  being  situate  in  a 
particular  parish.  The  defendant  does  not  select  the  par- 
ticular eddish ;  but  the  bargain  he  makes  is,  that  he  shall 
have  furnished  to  him  twenty-four  acres  of  eddish,  which 
shall  be  fit  and  wholesome  food  for  his  cattle.     Provisions 

(a)  5  East,  449.  &  G.  4J0. 

(6)  4  B.  &  Aid.  387.  (e)  5  B.  &  Adol.  992. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Adol.  456.  (/)  4  Scott,  N.  R.  434  ;  3  Man. 

{d)  5  Scott,  N.  R.  508 ;  4  Man.  &  G.  868. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  occupation  at  all.     [Parke,  B. — It  comes  simply  to  the 

question^  whether  there  is  any  implied  undertaking  that 
the  grass  shall  be  fit  for  the  eating  of  cattle :  if  there  is, 
cadit  qusestio ;  if  not,  the  plaintiff  has  performed  her  en- 
gagement, and  the  defendant  has  had  all  he  bargained  for, 
viz.,  a  demise  of  the  eatage  for  six  months,  and  must  pay 
for  all.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  verdict  certainly  can- 
not be  supported  for  the  JE12 ;  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  whole  or  nothing.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C;  B. — If  this  case  involved  the  ne- 
cessity of  overruling  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Marrable,  I 
should  hesitate  long  before  I  should  acquiesce  in  doing 
so,  for  I  entirely  approve  of  the  decision  to  which  we 
came  in  that  case.  That  was  the  case  of  a  contract  of  a 
mixed  nature — for  the  letting  of  a  house  and  furniture  at 
Brighton,  and  every  one  knows  that  the  furniture,  upon 
such  occasions,  forms  the  greater  part  of  the  value  which 
the  party  renting  it  gives  for  the  house  and  its  contents. 
In  such  a  case,  the  contract  is  for  a  house  and  furniture  fit 
for  immediate  occupation ;  and  can  there  be  any  doubt  that, 
if  a  party  lets  a  house,  and  the  goods  and  chattels  or  the 
furnitureit  contains,  to  another,  that  must  be  such  furni- 
ture as  is  fit  for  the  use  of  the  party  who  is  to  occupy  the 
house  ?  So  it  is  in  the  case  of  other  instances  that  may  be 
supposed.  For  instance,  if  a  carriage  be  let  for  hire,  and 
it  breaks  down  on  the  journey,  the  letter  of  it  is  liable,  and 
not  the  party  who  hires  it.  So,  if  a  party  hire  anything 
else  of  the  nature  of  goods  and  chattels,  can  it  be  said  that 
he  is  not  to  be  furnished  with  the  proper  goods — such  as 
are  fit  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  intended  ?  Undoubtedly 
the  party  furnishing  the  goods  is  bound  to  furnish  that 
which  is  fit  to  be  used.  In  every  point  of  view  the  nature 
of  the  contract  is  such,  that  an  obligation  is  imposed  upon 
the  party  letting  for  hire  to  furnish  that  which  is  proper 
for  the  hirer's  accommodation.     It  is  manifest  from  cases 
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E*eh.  of  Pleat,  Motrable  has  been  supposed  to  be  founded,  I  say  no- 
thing :  I  regard  that  case  as  standing  upon  very  different 
principles ;  as  being  the  case  of  a  mixed  contract,  for  the 
letting  of  goods  and  chattels  involved  with  the  letting  of 
a  house,  and  in  which  the  goods  and  chattels  so  supplied 
are  intended  for  a  specific  purpose.  But  in  this  case  the 
action  is  brought  for  the  fulfilment  of  a  certain  contract 
applicable  to  land,  viz.  for  the  eddish  or  eatage  of  a  field — 
that  is,  the  use  of  the  herbage  to  be  eaten  by  cattle — for  a 
certain  time.  It  appears  that  the  cattle  were  accordingly 
turned  on  the  land,  and  that  some  of  them  were  poisoned. 
A  manure  heap,  iii  which  were  found  quantities  of  poison- 
ous matter,  in  the  shape  of  refuse  paint,  is  supposed  to  be 
the  cause;  the  tenant  accordingly  divides  this  manure 
heap  from  the  rest  of  the  field,  and  puts  in  more  beasts, 
and  several  of  them  also  die  from  a  similar  cause.  It  is 
not  suggested  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  least  knowledge  of 
the  cause  of  this  injury  when  she  let  the  land.  Now,  it  is 
said  that  there  was,  under  these  circumstances,  an  implied 
warranty  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  eatage  was 
wholesome  food  for  cattle.  But  I  take  the  rule  of  law  to 
be,  that  if  a  person  contract  for  the  use  and  occupation  of 
land  for  a  specified  time,  and  at  a  specified  rent,  he  is  bound 
by  that  bargain,  even  though  he  took  it  for  a  particular 
purpose,  and  that  purpose  be  not  attained.  Suppose,  for 
instance,  he  took  it  with  the  object  of  making  a  handsome 
income  out  of  it  as  a  farm ;  if  his  object  fail  altogether,  is 
it  to  be  said  that  he  is  not  liable  for  any  rent  ?  It  might 
have  been  that  the  grass  was  wet  and  injurious  at  par- 
ticular seasons  of  the  year;  is  he  not,  therefore,  to  pay 
any  rent  for  that  period  ?  The  general  rule  must  there- 
fore be,  that  where  a  man  undertakes  to  pay  a  specific 
rent  for  a  piece  of  land,  he  is  obliged  to  pay  that  rent, 
whether  it  answer  the  purpose  for  which  he  took  it  or  not. 
Suppose  the  defendant  had  put  into  the  field  no  cattle  at 
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Bxeh.  qf  Pleat,  cBse,  namely,  whether  a  contract  or  condition  is  implied 

by  law,  on  the  demise  of  land,  that  it  shall  be  reasonably 
fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  taken.  If  the  question 
were  res  Integra,  I  should  entertain  no  doubt  at  all  ^that 
no  such  contract  or  condition  is  implied  in  such  a  case. 
The  word  ^'  demise  '*  certainly  does  not  carry  with  it  any 
such  implied  undertaking ;  the  law  merely  annexes  to  it  a 
condition  that  the  party  demising  has  a  good  title  to  the 
premises,  and  that  the  lessee  shall  not  be  evicted  during 
the  term.  If  it  included  any  such  contract  as  is  now  con- 
tended for,  then,  in  every  farming  lease,  at  a  fixed  rent, 
there  would  be  an  implied  condition  that  the  premises 
were  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  tenant  took  them, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  see  where  such  a  doctrine  would  stop. 
No  authority  has  been  cited  to  support  such  a  doctrine. 
With  respect  to  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to,  the 
law  is  clear  enough  on  the  subjects  to  which  they  relate. 
One  class  of  cases  is,  where  the  agreement  is  for  a 
specific  chattel  in  its  then  state,  as  in  Parkinson  v.  Lee; 
there  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  its  fitness  or  mer- 
chantable quality :  another  class  of  cases  is,  where  a  per- 
son is  employed  to  make  a  specific  chattel — there  the  law 
implies  a  contract  on  his  part  that  it  shall  be  fit  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  ordinarily  used :  and  there  is  also 
an  intermediate  class  of  cases,  where  goods  are  ordered  for 
a  specific  purpose  from  a  person  in  a  particular  depart- 
ment of  trade;  in  that  case,  also.  Brown  v.  Edgington  is  an 
authority  for  saying,  that  the  law  implies  an  undertaking 
that  they  shall  be  fit  for  that  specific  purpose.  All  the  law 
involved  in  those  cases  has  been  long  settled,  but  it  has  no 
direct  bearing  upon  the  present  case ;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Marrable,  and  the 
cases  to  which  I  referred  in  giving  my  judgment  in  that 
case,  are  authorities  against  the  present  plaintiff.  I  have 
certainly  considerable  doubt  whether  those  cases  can  be 
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Btek.  ^Phm^  Parke,  but  I  must  say  with  some  difficiiky^  for  I  think  it  is 

^    1840.  ^    ^^^  ^^^  ^^  distinguish  this  case  from  that  which  has  been 

Sutton      cited  and  principally  relied  upon^  of  SmUh  v.  Marrable:  but 

XiMfUi.      ^  ^^  relates  to  land,  and  not  also  to  goods  and  chattels,  it 

may  admit  of  some  distincticm. 

BoLFB,  B. — I  also  think  that  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  j£20.  The  defence 
to  this  action  is  not  founded  on  any  supposed  fraud  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  is,  therefore,  entitled  to  recover  the  rent 
stipulated  for  by  the  agreement,  unless  it  can  be  made  to 
appear  that  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  on  her  part,  that  the  grass  of  this 
field  was  to  be  what  might  be  denominated  wholesome 
grass,  reasonably  fit  for  the  food  of  cattle.  It  is  clear  there 
was  no  such  express  warranty ;  but  it  is  contended  that  that 
is  a  warranty  which  the  law  itself  implied.  But  I  feel  great 
difficulty  in  coming  to  that  conclusion,  unless  we  are  to  say 
that  on  every  demise  of  property,  whether  of  land  or  oi 
houses,  there  is  by  law  an  implied  condition  that  it  shall 
answer  a  certain  purpose  contemplated  by  the  lessee  at  the 
time  of  the  letting.  A  great  number  of  cases  have  already 
been  put  to  shew  the  inconvenience  of  such  a  doctrine ; 
I  will  put  another.  Suppose,  for  instance,  a  new  sort  of 
manure  were  used,  which,  although  it  might  be  bene- 
ficial fcnr  a  time,  and  under  certain  circumstances,  was 
afterwards  6mnd  to  be  injurious,  and  to  render  the  grass 
harsh  and  unwholesome.  In  this  case  the  defence  is  set 
np  against  the  party  herself  with  whom  the  agreement 
was  made ;  but  the  same  rule  would  apply  against  a  party 
who  took  by  descent ;  so  that,  if  a  man  took  land  on  a 
building  lease,  and  it  were  long  afterwards  discovered  that 
there  was  a  running  sand  underneath,  which  would  make 
it  impossible  to  build  upon  the  spot  intended,  and  which 
could  not  be  removed  but  at  a  ruinous  expense,  it  is  ne- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1843. 

^"■"^^      '  Hart  v.  Windsor  (a). 

pebt.-The       Debt.— The  declaration   alleged,  that  whereas  there- 

declaration  " 

stated,  that  the  toforc,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  June,  1843,  by  a  certain  memo- 
toilet  to  the**  randum  of  agreement  made  and  entered  into  between  the 
Ao^"/and  V  Plain^^iff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other 
den  ground,       part,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  defendant  agreed 

with  the  use  of    *^       '  ^  ® 

the  fixtures  to  hire  and  take  of  the  plaintiff,  a  certain  messuage  or  tene- 
term 'of  three  *  ^^  ^^  garden  ground,  in  the  said  memorandum  of  a  gree- 
years,  at  a  rent  ment  particularly  mentioned  and  described,  with  the  use  of 

payable  quar-  *  "^ 

teriy,  the  tenant  several  fixturcs  and  things  therein,  for  the  term  of  three 

messuage  and  ycars  from  the  24th  of  June  then  instant,  at  the  yearly 

g^d  aTd\"e-  rent  of  £50,  payable  quarterly,  on  the  29th  of  September, 

nantabie  re-  ^hc  25th  of  December,  the  25th  of  March,  and  the  24th  of 

pair;  by  virtue 

of  which  thede-  Junc,  in  cach  year  of  the  said  term,  free  from  all  deduc- 
and  continued '  tious  whatsoever ;  the  first  payment  thereof  to  be  made  on 

in  possession 
until  a  quarter's 

rent  accrued  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  agreement.  Plea,  that  the  house  was  demised  to  the  de- 
fendant for  the  purpose  of  his  inhabiting  the  same,  but  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment, and  also  when  the  defendant  entered,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  quit- 
ting and  abandoning  the  possession  of  the  same,  it  was  not  in  a  fit  state  or  condition  for  habita- 
tion, but  in  that  state  that  the  defendant  could  not  reasonably  inhabit  or  dwell  therein,  or  have 
any  beneficial  occupation  of  the  same,  by  reason  of  the  same  being  greatly  infested  with  bugs, 
and  not  by  reason  of  any  act  or  default  of  the  defendant ;  and  that  before  the  rent  or  any  part 
of  it  became  due,  he  quitted  the  possession,  and  gave  notice  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  and  ceased 
all  further  occupation  of  the  same,  and  derived  no  benefit  therefrom  ;  and  that  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term  until  his  so  quitting,  he  had  no  beneficial  use  or  occupation  of  the 
same.  The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  Uitie  raised  by  this  plea  : — Held, 
on  motion  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action, 
inasmuch  as  the  law  implied  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  that  the  house  was  at  the 
time  of  the  demise,  or  should  be  at  the  commencement  of  the  teim,  in  a  reasonably  fit  state  and 
condition  for  habitation. 

Secondly,  that  the  demise  being  of  a  house  and  garden  ground,  in  order  to  make  the  plea 
good,  it  must  be  held  that,  if  a  house  be  taken  for  habitation,  and  land  for  occupation,  by  the 
tame  lease,  there  is  such  an  implied  contract  for  the  fitness  of  the  house  for  habitation  as  that 
its  breach  would  authorize  the  tenant  to  give  up  both.     But  held. 

Thirdly,  that  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  a  lease  of  a  house,  or  of  land;  that  it  is  or  shall 
be  reasonably  fit  for  habitation,  occupation,  or  cultivation;  and  that  there  is  no  contract,  still 
less  a  condition,  implied  by  law  on  the  demise  of  real  property  only,  that  it  is  fit  for  the  purpose 
for  which  it  is  let. 

Quere  whether,  if  there  were  such  a  contract  or  condition  implied  by  law,  generally,  it  would 
be  implied  in  a  case  where  the  tenant  agrees  to  preserve  the  premises  in  tenantable  condition. 

(a)  This  case  was  argued  and  the  importance  of  the  decision,  and 

decided  at  the  sittings  in  banc  after  its  relation  to  the  same  subject  as 

Hilary  Term,  1844,  but  it  is  re-  the  last  case, 
ported  thus  early  on  account  of 
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Rxeh.  0/  pieoh  habitation  or  dwelling  therein ;  and  the  same  was  then^  and 

during  all  the  time  aforesaid^  in  that  state  and  condition 
that  the  defendant  could  not  reasonably  inhabit  or  dwell 
therein^  or  have  any  beneficial  use  or  occupation  of  the 
same,  for  and  by  reason  of  the  same  being  greatly  infested, 
swarmed^  and  overrun  with  noxious^  stinking,  and  nastj 
insects^  called  bugs,  and  not  for  or  by  reason  of  any  act, 
default,  or  omission  of  the  defendant ;  and  the  defendant^ 
before  or  at  the  time  of  his  making  the  said  agreement, 
had  no  notice  or  knowledge  thereof;  and  the  defendant 
afterwards,  and  after  he  so  entered  and  became  possessed 
of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement,  and  before  the  said  sum 
of  12/.  10«.,  or  any  part  thereof,  became  due  or  payable,  to 
wit,  on  the  25th  of  June,  1843,  discovered  and  first  had 
notice  of  the  said  state  and  condition  of  the  said  messuage 
or  tenement,  and  of  the  same  being  so  infested,  swarmed, 
and  overrun  with  bugs  as  aforesaid;  and  thereupon  the 
defendant  upon  such  discovery  and  notice,  and  before  the 
said  sum  of  12/.  10^.,  or  any  part  thereof,  became  due  or 
payable,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  quitted, 
vacated,  and  abandoned  the  possession,  and  wholly  ceased 
and  abstained  from  all  further  occupation  or  possession  of 
the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises  so  demised  as 
aforesaid,  and  then  gave  notice  of  the  premises  to  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  defendant's  having  so  quitted,  vacated,  and  aban- 
doned the  possession  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and 
premises,  and  suffered  and  permitted  him  to  take  and  have 
and  retain,  and  he  could  and  might  have  taken  and  re- 
tained, possession  of  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and 
premises;  and  the  defendant  from  thence  hitherto  hath 
ceased  all  further  possession,  use,  or  occupation  of  the  said 
messuage  or  tenement  and  premises,  and  not  derived  any 
benefit  therefrom :  and  that  at  and  from  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  said  term,  until  the  time  of  his  so 
quittingji  vacating,  and  abandoning  possession  of  the  said 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  part  of  the  landlord,  that  the  house  is  reasonably  fit  for  the 

purpose  of  habitation.  The  plea  alleges  that  the  house  was 
let  to  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  his  inhabiting  the 
same,  but  that  at  the  time  of  the  agreement,  and  of  his  en- 
tering, and  until  his  quitting  the  same,  it  was  not  in  a  fit 
state  or  condition  for  habitation,  but  in  that  state  and  con- 
dition that  the  defendant  could  not  reasonably  inhabit  or 
dwell  therein  or  have  any  beneficial  use  or  occupation  of 
the  same,  by  reason  of  its  being  greatly  infested  with  bugs, 
and  not  for  or  by  reason  of  any  act,  default,  or  omission  of 
the  defendant ;  that  before  the  rent  became  due  he  quitted 
and  abandoned  the  possession,  and  gave  notice  thereof  to 
the  plaintifi^,  and  had  no  beneficial  use  or  occupation  of  the 
same.  The  jury  have  by  their  verdict  found  that  all  these 
facts  were  true ;  therefore  it  must  be  taken  that  the  house 
was  not  fit  for  habitation,  and  that  the  defendant,  without 
any  default  of  his  own,  has  had  no  beneficial  occupation  of 
the  house.  Now  it  is  submitted,  that  under  such  an  agree- 
ment, for  the  demise  of  a  house  for  the  purpose  of  habita- 
tion, there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  it  is  fit  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  that  the  plea  contains  a  good  answer  to  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  rent.  In  the  case  of  the  sale  of  spe- 
cific chattels,  it  cannot  be  questioned  that  there  is  such  an 
implied  warranty.  The  law  on  the  subject  of  implied  war- 
ranty in  the  case  of  specific  chattels  is  thus  laid  down  by 
Parke,  B.,  in  Sutton  v.  Temple  (a) : — "  One  class  of  cases  is, 
where  the  agreement  is  for  a  specific  chattel  in  its  then 
state,  as  in  Parkinson  v.  Lee  {b) :  there  there  is  no  implied 
warranty  of  its  fitness  or  merchantable  quality.  Another 
class  of  cases  is,  where  a  person  is  employed  to  make  a 
specific  chattel:  there  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  his  part 
that  it  shall  be  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  ordinarily 
used :  and  there  is  an  intermediate  class  of  cases,  where 
goods  are  ordered  for  a  specific  purpose,  from  a  person  in  a 

(a)  Ante,  p.  64.  (b)  2  East,  314. 
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Btek.  ni  PUoif  taken  to  let  it  under  the  implied  condition  that  it  is  in  a 

1843 

state  fit  for  decent  and  comfortable  habitation^  and  whether 

he  is  at  liberty  to  throw  it  up  when  he  makes  the  discovery 
that  it  is  not  so.  The  case  of  Edwards  v.  Etherington  (a) 
appears  to  me  to  be  an  authority  very  nearly  in  point. 
There  the  defendant^  who  held  a  house  as  tenant  from  year 
to  year^  quitted  without  notice^  on  the  ground  that  the 
walls  were  in  so  dilapidated  a  state  that  it  had  become  un- 
safe to  reside  in  it.  And  Lord  Tenierden,  at  Nisi  Prius/ 
held  these  facts  to  be  an  answer  to  an  action  by  the  land- 
lord for  use  and  occupation ;  telling  the  jury,  that,  although 
slight  circumstances  would  not  suffice,  such  serious  reasons' 
might  exist  as  would  justify  a  tenant^s  quitting  at  any 
time ;  and  that  it  was  for  them  to  say  whether,  in  the 
case  before  them,  such  serious  reasons  existed  as  would 
exempt  the  defendant  from  the  plaintiff's  demand,  on  the 
ground  of  his  having  had  no  beneficial  use  and  occupation 
of  the  premises.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendant,  and  the 
Court  of  King^s  Bench  was  afterwards  moved  for  a  new  trials 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection;  but  they  refused  to  distiurb 
the  verdict.  There  is  also  another  case,  of  Collins  v.  Bar" 
row  (i),  in  which  Bayley,  B.,  held,  that  a  tenant  was  justified 
in  quitting  without  notice  premises  which  were  noxious  and 
unwholesome,  for  want  of  proper  sewerage.  These  author* 
ities  appear  to  me  fully  to  warrant  the  position,  that,  if  the 
demised  premises  are  incumbered  with  a  nuisance  of  so  se- 
rious a  nature  that  no  person  can  reasonably  be  expected 
to  live  in  them,  the  tenant  is  at  liberty  to  throw  them  up. 
This  is  not  the  case  of  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  landlord 
that  the  premises  were  free  from  this  nuisance;  it  rather 
rests  on  an  implied  condition  of  law,  that  he  undertakes  to 
let  them  in  a  habitable  state."  That  seems  to  be  most 
reasonable,  for  it  surely  must  be  an  implied  condition  on 
the  letting  of  a  house,  that  it  is  fit  for  habitation.     In 

(a)  Ry.  &  M.  268,  S.  C;  7  D.  &  R.  117.       {b)  1  Mo.  St  Rob.  112. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas,  and  making  it  into  hay,  which  would  not  have  been  af- 
fected by  the  poisonous  ingredients  which  had  been  placed 
upon  the  field.  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  there  expressed  his 
entire  approval  of  the  decision  in  Smith  v.  Marrabk,  and 
said,  ^^  That  was  the  case  of  a  contract  for  the  letting  of  a 
house  and  furniture  at  Brighton ;  *  *  in  such  a  case,  the 
contract  is  for  a  house  and  furniture  fit  for  immediate  oc- 
cupation :  and  can  there  be  any  doubt,  that  if  a  party  lets 
a  house,  and  the  goods  and  chattels  or  the  furniture  it 
contains,  to  another,  that  must  be  such  furniture  as  is  fit 
for  the  use  of  the  party  who  is  to  occupy  the  house?'' 
But  it  will  be  said  here,  that  there  is  a  distinction  be- 
tween a  furnished  and  an  unfurnished  house;  that  in 
the  case  of  a  furnished  house,  there  may  be  an  implied 
condition  that  it  is  habitable,  and  free  from  bugs;  but  that 
in  the  case  of  an  unfurnished  house,  there  is  no  such  condi- 
tion. But  that  cannot  be ;  for  the  condition  cannot  be  an- 
nexed to  the  personalty.  The  principle  is,  that  wherever 
a  house  is  let  for  immediate  occupation,  that  condition  is 
implied.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  not  averred  in  this  plea  that  the 
premises  were  hired  for  immediate  occupation.]  It  is  al- 
leged that  the  house  was  let  to  the  defendant  for  the  pur- 
pose of  his  inhabiting  the  same,  and  dwelling  therein  during 
the  term, — which  must  mean  the  whole  term.  After  ver- 
dict, it  must  be  taken  to  be  for  immediate  occupation.  The 
word  "  demise  *'  has  been  held  to  imply  a  contract  or  cove- 
nant for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  against  eviction  by  title  pa- 
ramount;  and  an  eviction  by  a  nuisance,  which  renders  the 
premises  uninhabitable,  ought  to  rest  on  the  same  footing. 
There  is  no  greater  reason  for  importing  into  the  contract 
a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  than  there  is  for  implying 
a  condition  that  the  house  is  fit  for  habitation.  When  a 
person  lets  a  house  for  habitation,  he  impliedly  says  it  is  fit 
for  habitation. 

But,   secondly,  it  will   be   said   that  here  there  is  a 
covenant  by  the  defendant  '^  to  preserve  the  messuage 
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Asei.  ^  PUm,  of  the  defendant.    The  plea  is,  therefore^  a  good  answer  to 
^^'        the  action. — ^They  also  referred  to  Neale  v.  Mackenzie  (a). 

C  G.  Addison,  in  support  of  the  role.  The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  succeed  on  several  grounds. — First,  even  sup- 
posing there  be  such  an  implied  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  as  that  contended  £ot,  this  plea  is  no  answer  to 
the  action.  The  declaration  is  founded  on  a  demise  of  a 
house  and  garden  ground,  into  which  it  alleges  the  de- 
fendant entered,  and  became  and  was  possessed,  until  the 
rent  became  due;  but  the  plea  passes  by  the  demise  of  the 
land  altogether,  and  professes  to  answer  the  action  only  in 
respect  of  a  nuisance  to  the  house ;  and  the  plaintiff,  upon 
this  ground  alone,  is  entitled  to  judgment,  on  the  au- 
thority of  Richards  Le  Tavemer^s  case  (6),  where  it  is  said, 
that  "  if  the  sea  gain  upon  part  of  the  land  demised,  or  part 
be  burned  with  wild  fire,  the  entire  rent  shall  issue  out  ct 
the  remainder.''  But  all  the  old  authorities  (whatever 
may  be  the  effect  of  the  modern  cases  of  Edwards  y.  Ethe^ 
rimgton,  Collins  ▼.  Barrow,  and  Salisbury  v.  Marshall  (c), 
which  were  all  actions  for  use  and  occupation,  and  not  for 
the  rent)  are  clear  to  the  point,  that  the  rent  reserved  on  a 
demise  issues  out  of  the  land,  and  is  payable  in  every 
event,  and  in  eveiy  state  and  condition  of  the  demised 
premises;  for  although  houses  be  burned  by  lightning, 
or  accidental  fire,  or  be  thrown  down  by  enemies,  and 
although  crops  be  destroyed  by  inundation  or  tempest, 
yet  is  the  tenant  liable  to  pay  the  rent  so  long  as  the 
land  remains  to  him,  the  only  answer  in  law  to  an  ac- 
tion of  rent  to  recover  it  being  an  eviction  by  title  para- 
mount. [Parke,  B. — Or  an  eviction  by  the  lessor.]  Yes ; 
an  eviction  by  the  lessor,  or  any  person  claiming  by  law- 
ful title.  Besides,  the  tenant  has  not  pleaded  an  evic- 
tion, but  states  that  he  quitted  the  demised  premises  of 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  747.     (b)  Dyer,  56  (a),  pi.  15.      (c)  4  C.  &  P.  65. 
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^"*,'^f' '**  bring  debt  only  for  the  rent.     In  Brooke's  Abr.  "  Dette," 

fol.  220,  pi.  18,  it  appears  that,  to  an  action  of  debt  for 
rent,  the  tenant  pleaded,  that,  by  the  custom  of  London, 
the  landlord  was  bound  to  repair  and  uphold  the  house  suffi- 
ciently for  habitation;  and  that  before  the  rent  accrued  due, 
the  house  became  so  ruinous,  by  reason  of  a  tempest,  that  the 
defendant  could  not  abide  in  it,  and  the  defendant  there- 
upon requested  the  landlord  to  amend  the  house,  and  he 
would  not,  whereupon  the  defendant  left  the  house;  and  it 
was  held,  that  this  was  no  plea,  and  constituted  no  answer 
in  law  to  the  demand  for  the  rent.  So,  where  the  lessor  is 
bound  by  covenant  to  repair,  and  does  not,  the  lessee  cannot 
avail  himself  of  the  landlord's  neglect,  as  an  answer  to  an 
action  of  debt  for  the  rent.  Bro.  Abr.  "Dette,''  pi.  72.  In 
Monk  V.  Cooper  {a)  an  action  of  covenant  was  brought  for 
non-payment  of  rent,  and  the  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the 
lease,  in  which  there  was  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessee 
to  repair,  except  the  premises  should  be  demolished  by  fire, 
and  then  pleaded  that  the  premises  were  burnt  down,  and 
not  rebuilt  by  the  plaintiff  during  the  whole  term  for  which 
the  rent  was  demanded,  and  that  defendant  had  no  enjoy- 
ment of  the  premises;  it  was  held,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
plea  was  bad;  and  the  Court  said,  that  if  the  defendant 
had  sustained  any  injury,  he  would  have  his  remedy,  but 
could  not  set  it  off  against  the  demand  for  rent.  And  in 
Pindar  v.  Ainsley  (6),  Lord  Mansfield  observes,  that  "  the 
consequence  of  the  house  being  burned  down  is,  that  the 
landlord  is  not  obliged  to  rebuild,  but  the  tenant  is  obliged 
to  pay  the  rent  during  the  whole  term.''  The  same  point 
was  decided  in  Bel/our  v.  Weston  [c),  where  there  was  a 
covenant  to  pay  rent,  and  a  covenant  to  repair,  with  an 
express  exception  of  casualties  by  fire  in  the  latter  cove- 
nant.    In  the  case  of  Arden  v.  Pullen  {d),  the  house  be- 


(fl)  2  Stra.  763.  (c)  1  T.  R.  310. 

(6)  Cited,  1 T.  R.  312.  (d)  10  M.  &  W.  321. 
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a  habitable  condition,  unless,  indeed,  he  has  contracted  for 

a  ready-furnished  house,  in  which  case,  according  to  Smith 
▼.  Marrabley  the  house  is  taken  under  an  implied  con- 
dition that  it  is  properly  furnished,  and  fit  for  occupa- 
tion. If  the  lessor  furnishes  the  house,  and  by  so  doing 
holds  it  out  as  fit  for, immediate  occupation,  and  secures 
to  himself  a  greatly  increased  rent  in  consequence,  that 
is  a  very  different  case.  As  to  the  arguments  drawn 
from  the  cases  of  implied  warranties  of  chattels,  those 
cases  rest  upon  peculiar  grounds,  and  do  not  apply  to  the 
present  case.  The  only  warranty  known  to  the  law,  on 
demises  of  realty,  is  a  warranty  of  the  estate  or  term  of 
years  created  in  the  land ;  there  is  no  warranty  as  to  the 
particular  state  or  condition  of  the  premises  at  the  time 
of  the  demise.  ^^  Garranter  signifie  a  defendre  son  tenant 
en  sa  riesm:"  Britton,  fol.  197.  b.  ''  Nihil  aliud  est  quam 
defendere  et  acquietare  tenentem  in  siesind  sud  :^'  Bracton, 
lib.  5,  fol.  480.  And  so  long  as  the  estate  created  in  the 
land  remains,  the  lessee  is  bound  to  pay  the  rent,  whatever 
may  be  the  particular  state  or  condition  of  the  demised 
premises.  There  are  several  cases  in  the  Year  Books, 
where  it  became  a  question,  whether,  if  a  man  made 
a  lease  of  a  house  and  other  tenements,  and,  at  the 
time  of  the  demise,  the  house  was  so  ruinous  and  in  de- 
cay as  to  be  in  danger  of  falling,  the  termor  had  author- 
ity in  law  to  cut  down  timber  to  repair  it  or  not  (a). 
These  cases  could  not  have  arisen,  if  the  law  implied  on  the 
demise  of  the  house  such  a  warranty  as  that  contended  for. 
Bat  it  is  notorious  that  ruinous  and  untenantable  houses 
are  constantly  let  to  tenants  at  reduced  rents,  in  order  that 
ihey  themselves  may  repair  them,  and  re-edify  them  for 
their  own  profit  and  advantage. 


(«)  6  Ed.  4,  Longo  Qainto,  100.  b.  fol.  9 ;  32  Hen.  8,  fol.  1 ;  Dyer, 
96  a«  and  h. 
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But,  even  mpposiiig  Buch  an  implied  contract  or  war-  ^^ck,  qf  puas, 
natj  to  exists  the  nuisance  here  complained  of  forms  no 
aniwer  to  the  demand  for  the  rent,  but  must  be  made  the 
•object  of  a  cross  action  against  the  lessor.  It  is  a  clear 
popoflition  of  law,  that  if  the  defendant  has  derived  any 
bmefii  from  the  contract,  he  is  bound  to  fulfil  his  part  of 
Ae  engagement,  and  is  driven  to  his  cross  action  in 
respect  of  the  default  of  the  other  contracting  party. 
[Parke,  B. — That  is  so.]  Here,  then,  it  appears  by  the 
plea,  that  the  defendant  entered  into  and  became  pos- 
sessed of  the  demised  premises  as  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, which  is  a  benefit  to  the  defendant:  Hunt  t. 
8UJk{a),  Havelock  v.  Geddes{b).  But  the  main  point  in 
the  present  case  is,  that  there  is  no  such  implied  warranty 
as  that  contended  for.  This  is  not  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation  (c),  as  were  Edwards  v.  Etherinffion,  Collins  v. 
Barrow,  and  Salisbury  v.  Marshall,  but  an  action  of  debt 
cm  the  implied  covenant  in  law,  arising  out  of  the  reserva- 
tion  of  the  rent  made  on  the  creation  of  the  estate  granted 
in  the  land;  Holder  v.  Taylor  (d),  Oilb.  on  rents,  88, 
Nokes^s  case  {e),  Bacon's  Abr.,  Leases,  633 ;  and  so  long  as 
that  estate  remains,  the  rent  is  payable,  whatever  may  be 
the  condition  of  the  demised  premises. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pakkb,  B. — ^This  was  a  case  very  fully  and  ably  argued 
a  few  days  ago,  upon  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  for 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  The  declaration  is  not 
for  use  and  occupation,  but  on  an  agreement  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  lease.  [His  Lordship  here  read  the  declara* 
tion  and  the  second  plea.]  The  question  is,  whether  the 
plea  contains  substantially  a  good  answer  to  the  plaintiffs 

(a)  5  East,  449.  {d)  Hob.  12. 

(b)  10  East,  555.  (e)  4  Rep.  80  b. 
(e)  See  2  H.  Bl.  323. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  claim  for  a  quarter's  rent,  becoming  due  after  the  defend- 
ant quitted. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  it  did  not, 
for  several  reasons ;  the  principal  one  being,  that  where 
there  is  an  actual  demise  of  the  unfurnished  fabric  of  a 
specific  messuage  for  a  term,  there  is  no  contract  implied 
by  law  on  the  part  of  the  lessor,  that  the  messuage  was  at 
the  time  of  the  demise,  or  should  be  at  the  commencement 
of  the  term,  in  a  reasonably  fit  and  proper  state  and  con- 
dition for  habitation  (that  is,  so  far  as  concerned  the  fabric), 
though  it  was  demised  and  let  for  the  purpose  of  imme- 
diate habitation.  As  we  are  all  of  opinion  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff  upon  this  objection,  it  is  unnecessary  to  observe 
upon  the  others  in  detail ;  but  it  may  not  be  useless  to  re- 
mark, that  two  of  them  are  very  important,  and  have  not 
been  satisfactorily  answered ;  viz.,  that  if  such  a  contract  is 
implied  by  law,  it  would  be  no  defence,  where  the  tenant 
has  actually  occupied;  his  remedy  would  be  by  a  cross  ac- 
tion; and  to  constitute  a  valid  defence  on  the  ground  of 
the  breach  of  this  contract,  the  law  must  give  also  a  right 
to  abandon  the  lease  upon  the  breach  of  it ;  that  is,  to 
make  a  defence,  the  law  must  imply,  not  merely  a  contract, 
but  a  condition  that  the  lease  should  be  void  if  the  house 
was  unfit  for  occupation.  The  cases  cited  from  Brooke's 
Abr.  "  Dette,"  18  and  72,  are  decisive,  that  where  the  les- 
sor is  bound  by  the  custom  of  London,  or  by  covenant,  to 
repair,  and  does  not,  the  tenant  cannot  quit.  The  other 
objection,  which  we  think  right  to  notice,  is,  that  in  this 
case  the  house  and  some  garden  ground  are  both  demised ; 
and  to  make  the  plea  good,  it  must  be  held,  that,  if  a  mes- 
suage be  taken  for  habitation,  and  land  for  occupation,  by 
the  same  lease,  there  is  such  an  implied  contract  for  the 
fitness  of  the  house  for  habitation,  as  that  its  breach  would 
authorize  the  tenant  to  give  up  both.  Whether,  if  there 
were  such  a  contract  or  condition  implied  by  law,  generally, 
it  would  be  implied  in  this  case,  where  the  defendant 
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the  tenant  can  neither  maintain  an  action^  nor  is  he  exone- 
rated from  the  payment  of  rent^  if  the  house  demised  is 
blown  down,  or  destroyed  by  fire,  Monk  v.  Cooper  [a),  Bal- 
four V.  Weston  {b),  and  Ainsley  v.  Rutter  there  cited ;  or 
gained  upon  by  the  sea,  Tavemer^a  case  (c) ;  or  the  occu- 
pation rendered  impracticable  by  the  king's  enemies,  Pa- 
radine  v.  Jane  {d) ;  or  where  a  wharf  demised  was  swept 
away  by  the  Thames,  Carter  v.  Cummins  {e).  In  all  these 
cases,  the  estate  of  the  lessor  continues,  and  that  is  all  the 
lessor  impliedly  warrants. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  us  to  be  clear  upon  the  old  au- 
thorities, that  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  a  lease  of  a 
house,  or  of  land,  that  it  is,  or  shall  be,  reasonably  fit  for 
habitation  or  cultivation.  The  implied  contract  relates 
only  to  the  estate,  not  to  the  condition  of  the  property. 

But  the  defendant's  counsel  rely  upon  some  modem  de- 
cisions in  support  of  the  positions  which  they  are  to  main- 
tain. It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  cases  on  the  im- 
plied warranty  of  chattels,  further  than  to  say  that  the 
rule  of  the  common  law,  which  prevails  in  general,  (Co.  Lit. 
102.  a.),  that  there  is  no  implied  warranty  on  the  sale  of 
specific  goods,  has  had  exceptions  engrafted  upon  it,  where 
the  goods  are  ordered  from  a  manufacturer,  or  tradesman, 
who  impliedly  engages  to  use  a  proper  degree  of  skill  and 
care  in  constructing  or  supplying  them.  Such  are  the 
oases  of  Brown  v.  Edgington  (/),  Shepherd  v.  Pybus  {g),  and 
others.     These  have  no  bearing  on  the  present  case. 

But  the  defendant  chiefly  rests  his  case  upon  the  deci- 
sion of  Smith  V.  MarraUe  (A).  My  judgment  in  that  case 
certainly  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of  two  ptevious  de- 

(a)  2  Stra.  763.  (/)  2  Man.  ft  Or.  279 ;  2  Scott, 

(*)  1T.R.310.  N.  R.  496. 

(c)  Dyer,  56  a.  (g)  3  Mao.  &  Gr.  868 ;  4  Scott, 

(d)  Alleyn,  26.  N.  R.  434. 

(e)  ated  in  1  Chsnc.  Ca.  S4.  (h)  11  M.  &  W.  5. 
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warrant  such  a  position ;  and  though^  in  the  case  of  a  dwell- 
ing-house taken  for  habitation^  there  is  no  apparent  injus- 
tice in  inferring  a  contract  of  this  nature^  the  same  rule 
must  apply  to  land  taken  for  other  purposes — for  building 
upon,  or  for  cultivation ;  and  there  would  be  no  limit  to  the 
inconvenience  which  would  ensue.  It  is  much  better  to 
leave  the  parties  in  every  case  to  protect  their  interests 
themselves,  by  proper  stipulations,  and  if  they  really  mean 
a  lease  to  be  void  by  reason  of  any  unfitness  in  the  subject 
for  the  purpose  intended,  they  should  express  that  mean* 

ing. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


^<^'  !*•  Thibault  qui  tam  v,  Gibson. 

The  8Ut.  2  &  8  UeBT  for  penalties. — The  declaration  alleged,  that  the 
which  enacts  '  defendant,  within  one  year  next  before  the  commencement 
exchVn^,  &".°^  ^^  *^^^  ^^*>  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1842, 
nor  any  con-      upou  and  bv  mcaus  of  a  certain  corrupt  contract  made,  to 

tract  for  the  .  •;  ,  /.  .  i    t 

loan  or  forbear-  Wit,  ou  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  between  the  defend- 
^rejio^^^  ant  and  one  David  Harris,  took,  accepted,  and  received  of 
shall  be  affected  ^nd  from  the  said  David  Harris  a  certain  sum  of  money, 

by  reason  of  any  ^  -^ ' 

sutute  or  law  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £15,  by  way  of  corrupt  bargain  and 
prerention  of  loan  for  the  defendant  forbearing  and  giving  day  of  pay- 
vfded  that*no-    ^^^^  ^^  ^  Certain  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £100, 

thing  therein 

contained  shall  extend  to  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  upon  security  of  any  lands,  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments;"  does  not  repeal  the  12  Ann.  st.  2,  c.  16,  but  takes  out  of  its  opera- 
tion all  contracts  made  usurious  by  that  statute,  except  such  as  relate  to  land  ;  and  therefore  a 
count  in  a  declaration  for  usury  in  the  general  words  of  the  stat.  of  Anne  is  good,  without  shew- 
ing that  the  contract  was  one  affecting  land. 

Where  a  statute  creating  a  penalty  contains  an  exception  in  the  enacting  clause,  the  plaintiff 
must  shew  that  the  defendant  is  not  within  the  exception ;  but  where  the  exemption  comes  by 
way  of  proviso,  either  in  a  subsequent  section  or  a  subsequent  statute,  it  is  matter  of  defence,  and 
must  be  pleaded. 

Qtupre,  whether  the  same  rule  does  not  prevail,  where  the  exception  comes  by  way  o(  proviso 
in  the  same  section  as  the  enactment 
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jbMA.  (i/PiMf I  assignees  of  a  bankrupt^  the  defendant  pleaded^  that  before 
'  the  bankruptcy  he  advanced  the  bankrupt  a  sum  of  money 
upon  the  deposit  of  the  goods  in  respect  of  which  the  action 
was  brought ;  to  this  the  plaintiff  replied^  that  it  was  cor- 
ruptly and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  &c.  agreed  between 
the  defendant  and  the  bankrupt,  that  the  latter  should  pay 
the  defendant  for  the  loan  of  the  money  i£10  per  cent.;  and 
mpon  special  demurrer,  it  was  held  that  the  averment  of  the 
contract  being  i^inst  the  form  of  the  statute  was  not  a  suffi- 
cient allegation  of  its  being  illegal ;  and  that  the  replication 
was  bad  for  not  alleging  that  the  contract  was  made  before 
the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  80,  and  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  37,  came 
into  operation. — ^The  Court  having  granted  a  rule, 

R  V.  Lee  and  Beadon  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  declara- 
tion is  formed  in  strict  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  stat.  12  Ann.  st.  2,  c.  16,  and  it  is  therefore  good,  unless 
that  statute  has  been  affected  by  the  recent  statutes  on  the 
subject  of  usury,  so  as  to  alter  the  mode  of  declaring.  It 
alleges  the  contract  to  have  been  made  corruptly,  and  more 
than  dE5  per  cent,  to  have  been  taken,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided ;  that  is, 
contrary  to  some  statute  then  in  existence.  Now,  the  stat. 
12  Ann.  st.  2,  c.  16,  enacts,  "  that  all  bonds,  contracts,  and 
assurances  whatsoever  made  for  the  payment  of  any  prin- 
cipal or  money  to  be  lent,  or  covenant  to  be  performed,  upon 
or  for  any  usury,  whereupon  or  whereby  there  shall  be  re- 
served or  taken  above  the  rate  of  £5  in  the  hundred  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  void  ;^^  and  it  provides  that  the 
party  taking  above  £5  per  cent,  interest  shall  forfeit  treble 
the  value  of  the  money  lent,  one  moiety  of  which  is  to  go 
to  the  Crown,  and  the  other  to  him  who  will  sue  for  the 
same.  But  by  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  98,  s.  7,  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory  notes,  not  having  more  than  three  months  to 
run,  were  exempted  firom  the  operation  of  the  statutes  re- 
lating to  usury;  and  by  the  7  Will.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  80,  that 
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Eteh,  of  Pleas,  exempt  Certain  cases  from  the  operation  of  the  statutes  for 
*  ^  the  prevention  of  usury,  if  they  were  to  cease  to  exist  alto- 
TaiBAULT  gether?  The  statute  of  Anne  is  clearly  still  in  force,  and 
Gibson.  *^®  eflFect  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37  is  merely  to  take  out 
of  its  operation  certain  excepted  cases.  K  that  be  the  trae 
construction,  then  the  declaration  is  sufficient,  if  proved  in 
accordance  with  the  act  which  creates  the  penalty,  without 
noticing  the  exceptions  in  subsequent  acts  of  Parliament, 
which  is  the  correct  mode  of  pleading.  InChitty  on 
Pleading,  Vol.  1,  p.  223,  6th  ed.,  where  all  the  cases  are  col- 
lected, the  rule  is  thus  stated :  "  In  pleading  upon  statutes, 
where  there  is  an  exception  in  the  enacting  clause,  the 
plaintiff  must  shew  that  the  defendant  is  not  within  the 
exception ;  but  if  there  be  an  exception  in  a  subsequent 
clause,  that  is  matter  of  defence,  and  the  other  party  must 
shew  it  to  exempt  himself  from  the  penalty .^^  K  that  prin- 
ciple be  correctly  laid  down,  and  there  is  no  doubt  it  is,  it 
must  apply  more  strongly  in  the  present  case,  where  the 
exception  is  contained  in  a  different  act,  passed  long  subse- 
quent to  the  one  creating  the  penalty.  Turquand  v.  Mose- 
don  is  distinguishable,  because  there  the  question  arose  on 
the  replication,  which  was  in  the  nature  of  a  plea,  in  which 
greater  strictness  is  required  than  in  a  declaration  (a),  and 
taking  the  replication  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  plea,  it 
clearly  ought  to  have  shewn  that  it  was  excepted  from  the 
provisions  of  the  recent  statutes. 

Lush  {Jervis  was  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule- 
It  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  the  statute  of  Anne  is  en- 
tirely repealed,  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict. 
c.  37,  has  repealed  it  with  respect  to  all  contracts,  except 
those  which  relate  to  or  concern  land.  The  statute  of  Vic- 
toria cannot  be  considered  as  merely  an  exception  engrafted 
by  the  legislature  on  the  statute  of  Anne,  for  it  is  clear 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  276,  note  (f ). 
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IParke,  B. — You  might  apply  the  same  argument  to  all  the 
TaiBAULT  cases  cited  in  the  note  in  Chitty^  and  which  are  authorities 
GiBMK.  against  you.  The  rule  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  declare  on  the 
statute  giving  the  penalty,  and  it  is  for  the  defendant  to 
shew  that  he  is  not  liable  by  subsequent  statutes.]  This  is 
a  penal  action,  and  analogous  to  an  indictment  or  informal 
tion,  in  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  shew  on  the  face  of 
the  declaration  everything  necessary  to  bring  the  defendant 
within  the  law :  Sex  v.  Everett  (a).  But  here  the  declara- 
tion does  not  necessarily  shew  that  any  offence  has  been 
committed.  It  is  at  least  ambiguous.  [Parke,  B.--*-There 
is  no  ambiguity,  if  you  look  to  the  rule.  If  the  plaintiff 
brings  the  defendant  within  the  statute  of  Anne,  which  gives 
the  penalty,  and  the  defendant  does  not  take  himself  out  of 
it  by  shewing  that  he  is  within  the  subsequent  statute,  he 
remains  within  it.] 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — I  believe  it  is  a  well-established 
principle,  that,  in  all  cases  where  proceedings  are  taken 
against  a  party  for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  imder  a  sta- 
tute, if  there  be  any  exception  in  the  clause  which  gives  the 
penalty,  exempting  certain  cases  from  its  operation,  the 
declaration  or  information  must  shew  that  the  particular 
case  is  not  within  the  exception.  But  where  it  comes  by 
way  of  proviso  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  act,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  notice  it  in  the  declaration  or  information,  but 
it  is  matter  which  the  defendant  must  allege  as  a  ground 
of  defence.  The  same  rule  applies  with  increased  force 
and  efficacy  to  the  case  where  penalties  are  given  by  one 
statute,  and  particular  cases  are,  by  a  subsequent  statute, 
exempted  &om  its  operation.  That  is  the  present  case ; 
here  the  declaration  is  framed  for  penalties  under  the  ata- 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  114. 
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1843. 

-     hold^  even  where  the  exception  comes  by  way  of  proviso  in 

Thibault  the  same  section^  although  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  de- 
Gibson.  cide  that  point  at  present ;  for^  however  that  may  be^  there 
can  be  no  doubt  whatever^  that  where  the  exception  is 
contained  in  a  subsequent  act  of  Parliament^  taking  the 
case  out  of  the  penalties  of  the  former  one^  it  is  for  the 
defendant  to  avail  himself  of  it^  and  to  shew  it  as  a  ground 
of  defence.  In  the  present  case^  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  to  rely  on  the  original  act^  which  is  still  in  force^ 
the  effect  of  it  being  only  destroyed  as  to  certain  cases  by 
the  subsequent  enactment.  The  effect  of  the  2  &  3  Vict, 
is  to  take  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  Anne  all 
contracts  which  were  rendered  usurious  by  that  statute^ 
except  such  as  affect  land ;  and  it  is  therefore  quite  enough 
for  the  plaintiff  to  declare  against  the  defendant  in  the 
general  words  of  the  statute  of  Anne.  There  is  no  ground^ 
therefore^  for  arresting  the  judgment^  and  as  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  has  proved  that  there  was  a  loan  of  a  sum  of 
money  at  a  rate  of  interest  exceeding  £b  per  cent.j  and 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  contract  really  was  not  in  re- 
spect of  landj  he  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


k 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1843. 

Bendix  r.  Wakeman.  v_v— ' 

_  Nov,  20. 

J.  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  annuity  deed^  made  The  coverture 
between  tbe  defendant  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  ^nJlot^b^""^ 
the  other  part,  whereby  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  P^e^^ed  in  bar 

^       '  ^  to  an  acUon  of 

plaintiff  to  pay  her  an  annuity  of  £50 ;  the  breach  assigned  covenant  on  a 

being  the  nonpayment  of  the  annuity  for  two  years.    The  tween  the  de-* 

defendant  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  Ju^fuffH? u  * 

time  of  the  making  and  executing  of  the  said  indenture,  n;««er  for  a 

.1.1       P^**  ***  abate- 

and  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  was,  and  still  is,  the  ment  only. 
wife  of  one  Henry  Bendix ;  concluding  with  a  verification. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  on  the  ground  that  the 
matters  pleaded  by  the  said  plea  were  pleadable  in  abate- 
ment only,  and  not  in  bar.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Waison,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea,  of  the 
plaintiff's  coverture,  ought  properly  to  have  been  pleaded 
m  abatement,  and  not  in  bar,  of  the  action.  This  is  a  deed 
inter  partes,  the  covenant  being  with  a  feme  covert.  On 
the  wife's  death,  the  right  of  action  on  the  covenant  would 
not  survive  to  the  husband,  but  would  go  to  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  wife ;  and  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  it 
would  survive  to  the  wife  :  Gaiers  v.  Madeley  (a),  Richards 
Y.  Richards  {b),  Beits  v.  Kimpton{c).  It  will  be  said,  that 
the  action  can  only  be  maintained  by  the  husband  and 
wife  during  their  joint  lives.  That  proposition  is  true,  but 
subject  to  this,  that  the  nonjoinder  of  the  husband  is  only 
matter  for  plea  in  abatement.  The  deed  being  inter  partes, 
and  the  wife  being  one  of  the  parties,  she  must  be  joined 
with  the  husband  in  the  action :  Scudamore  v.  Vander- 
ttene  (rf),  Barford  v.  Stuckey  (e).  The  plea  of  her  coverture, 
therefore,  to  an  action  brought  by  her  alone,  only  shews 

0 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  423.  (d)  2  Inst.  673. 

{h)  2  B.  &  Adol.  447.  (0  2  Brod.  &  B.  333. 

(<?)  Id.  273. 

VOL.  XII.  H  M.  W. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  that  the  action  is  maintainable^  and  gives  a  better  writ ;  it 

-     ^      .     does  not  shew  that  no  action  lies.     In  Milner  v.  Milnes  {a), 

Bendiz       it  was  held^  that  an  action  of  trespass  for  an  injury  done  to 

Wauman.     t^c  property  of  the  wife  dum  sola  must  be  brought  by 

husband  and  wife ;  but  that^  if  it  were  brought  by  the  wife 

alone^  the  coverture  must  be  pleaded  in  abatement^  and 

not  in  bar.     There  is  no  instance  in  the  books  of  a  plea  in 

bar  of  nonjoinder  of  a  husband  as  plaintiff.     In  Com.  Dig.^ 

Abatement,  (E.  6)^  it  is  treated  as  matter  for  a  plea  in 

abatement. 

Taprell,  contra. — It  may  be  conceded  that  the  non- 
joinder of  the  husband  is  pleadable  in  abatement^  but  it  is 
submitted  that  it  is  also  pleadable  in  bar ;  and  there  are 
authorities  pointing  both  ways.  The  legal  effect  of  the 
contract  in  this  deed  was,  to  vest  in  the  husband  the  legal 
interest  in  the  covenant  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself 
and  the  wife ;  and  on  such  a  contract  he  may  sue  alone. 
The  husband  may  sue  alone  on  a  bond  or  a  promissory 
note  given  to  the  wife  during  marriage:  Howell y.  Maine  {b), 
Day  V.  Pargrave{c\  Philliskirk  v.  Pluckwell{d).  [Lord 
AbingeVy  C.  B. — Suppose  you  establish  that  the  action  may 
be  brought  by  the  husband  alone  or  by  the  husband  and 
wife  jointly,  how  does  that  shew  that  the  nonjoinder  of  the 
husband  is  matter  for  a  plea  in  bar?]  If  the  husband  can 
sue  alone,  it  follows  that  the  legal  interest  is  in  him,  though 
he  may  elect  to  give  his  wife  an  interest  also.  [^Parke,  R — 
K  he  does  not  interfere  to  reduce  the  property  into  his 
possession,  and  dies,  it  survives  to  the  wife ;  therefore  it 
would  seem  that  primS  facie  the  interest  is  in  her,  until  he 
disaffirms  her  right  by  his  interference.  If  that  be  so,  it 
is  not  a  good  plea  in  bar,  unless  you  shew  not  only  the 
coverture,  but  also  that  the  husband  has  elected  to  take 


(a)  3  T.  R.  627.  (c)  Cited  2  M.  &  Selw.  397. 

lb)  3  Lev.  403.  (d)  2  M.  &  Selw.  393. 
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the  property.]  Ankerstein  v.  Clarke  (a)  and  Arnold  v.  /fe-  Exch,  of  puat, 
vouU  (*)  are  also  aathorities  to  shew  that  the  legal  interest  ^  ^^^'  ^ 
in  a  bond  or  covenant  to  the  husband  and  wife  vests  in  Bendix 
the  hnsband^  who  may  declare  on  it  without  joining  her.  Wakbm an. 
[Parke,  B. — ^This  plea  does  not  shew  that  the  husband  has 
made  it  his  sole  debt ;  it  is^  therefore^  merely  a  plea  of  the 
nonjoinder  of  another  person  who  ought  to  be  joined  as  a 
plaintiff.]  If  the  husband  has  a  legal  interest  during  his 
wife's  lifCj  it  is  like  the  case  of  the  nonjoinder  of  a  joint 
covenantee ;  he  is  to  be  considered  as  having  an  original 
interest  in  the  contract.  In  Com.  Dig.,  Pleader,  (2  W.), 
21,  it  is  said,  "  So,  to  debt  by  a  feme  covert  as  sole,  the 
defendant  may  plead  in  bar,  that  A.  and  she  are  married. 
Show.  50.^'  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  the  au- 
thority referred  to,  which  is  a  case  of  Allen  v.  Grey  (c), 
does  not  support  the  proposition  stated  in  Comyns,  for  the 
plea  in  that  case  was  not,  in  truth,  a  plea  of  the  non- 
joinder of  the  husband  at  all.  The  rule,  as  to  the  sur- 
viving of  the  wife's  interest  in  her  choses  in  action,  is 
no  doubt  properly  laid  down  in  Burrough  v.  Moss  [d)  and 
Gaters  v.  Madeley  {e) ;  but  inasmuch  as  it  is  clear  that  the 
husband  has  a  legal  interest  in  the  covenant,  it  is  submitted 
that  they  stand  in  the  situation  of  joint  covenantees. 

Lord  Abinqer,  C.  B. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this 
ii  a  bad  plea  in  bar  as  it  stands ;  that  it  is  a  good  plea  in 
abatement,  all  the  authorities  concur  in  shewing.  On  a 
plea  of  non  est  factum,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  the  verdict. 

PabkEj  B. — The  effect  of  the  authorities  seems  to  be, 
Uiat  prim&  facie  the  right  of  action  on  this  covenant 

(a)  4  T.  R.  616.  (c)  Show.  50  ;  Comb.  131. 

(6)  1  Brod.  &  B.  448 ;  4  Moore,  (d)  10  B.  &  C.  558. 

66.  (f)  6M.  &  W.  423. 

h2 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  belongs  to  the  wife,  and  would  survive  to  her  on  the  death 

of  the  husband  without  his  having  reduced  it  into  posses- 
sion. If  the  plea  had  gone  on  to  shew  that  the  husband 
had  dissented  from  her  right  in  some  operative  way,  as  by 
taking  a  new  security,  so  as  to  vest  the  interest  in  himself, 
it  might  have  been  a  good  plea  in  bar,  but  it  certainly  is 
not  so  as  it  stands. 


Bendiz 

V. 

Wakemak. 


GuENEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Nov,  21. 

On  a  rule  nisi, 
in  this  Court, 
for  cmts  of 
the  day  for 
not  proceed- 
ing to  trial,  it 
is  sufficient  if 
the  affidavit 
shew  a  default 
in  not  proceed- 
ing to  trial  pur- 
suant to  notice, 
and  not  coun- 
termanding 
in  due  time, 
and  it  need  not 
shew  that  costs 
have  actually 
been  incurred 
by  the  defend- 
ant. 


Powell  r.  James. 

In  this  case,  ChUton  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  payment 
by  the  plaintiff  of  the  costs  of  the  day  for  not  proceeding 
to  trial,  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  which 
stated  merely  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
of  issue  joined,  and  notice  of  trial  given,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  proceed  to  trial  or  countermand  the  notice  of 
trial. 

Butt  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the  affidavit  was 
insufficient,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  shew  that  the  defend- 
ant had  attended  in  pursuance  of  the  notice  of  trial,  or  that 
any  necessary  expense  had  been  incurred.  This  affidavit 
would  no  doubt  be  sufficient  on  a  motion  for  judgment  as 
in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  since  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  c.  69 ; 
but  on  a  substantive  motion  for  costs  of  the  day,  the  affi- 
davit ought  to  shew  that  costs  have  actually  been  incurred; 
more  especially  because,  in  this  Court,  this  is  a  rule  which 
makes  itself  absolute  unless  cause  be  shewn.     In  Arch- 
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bold'a  Practice,  by  Chitty,  1102,  (6th  edit.),  the  rule  is  laid  Exch.  of  piea», 

down  thus : — ''  K  the  plaintiff  give  notice  of  trial,  and 

neither  countermand  his  notice,  nor  proceed  to  trial  in 

pursuance  of  it,  the  defendant,  upon  affidavit  of  attendance 

and  necessary  eapenses^  shall  be  entitled  to  his  costs,  to  be 

taxed  by  the  Master :"  for  which  the  rule  of  Court,  of  M. 

T.  1654,  is  referred  to. 

Chilton,  contra. — This  is  the  invariable  form  of  affidavit 
used  in  these  cases ;  and  no  prejudice  can  be  occasioned 
thereby  to  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as,  upon  such  a  rule  as 
this,  he  need  not  shew  cause ;  and  although  the  rule  would 
become  absolute,  the  Master  would  not  tax  any  costs  un- 
less they  were  proved  to  have  been  incurred,  and  the  rule 
would  be  inoperative.  If  this  form  of  affidavit  is  sufficient 
on  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  under  which 
costs  of  the  day  are  incidentally  awarded,  a  fortiori  it  is  so 
when  they  are  the  only  matter  in  dispute. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — ^No  particular  form  of  affidavit  is 
required  by  any  rule  of  Court,  and  the  Masters  inform  us 
that  this  is  the  form  usual  in  practice.  This  objection, 
therefore,  will  not  prevail. 

Cause  was  then  shewn  on  the  merits,  and  the  rule  was 
ultimately  made  absolute. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat, 
1843. 

Nov.  10.       Belcher  and  Others^  Assignees  of  S.  Garcia^  a  Bank- 
rupt, V.  Magnat  &  Others. 

Trover  by  the  1  ROVER  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  S.  Garcia,  a 

bankrupt  bankrupt,  against  the  defendants  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex. 
•herlffVf  Mid-        Plea,  that  after  the  said  S.  Garcia  became  bankrupt,  and 

*il"*'^   ^[**'  after  the  passing  of  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  and  before  the 

that  after  the  f       .  .  . 

bankruptcy,  and  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat,  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of 
ing  of  the'*?^    ^^^  Said  S.  Garcia,  by  reason  of  the  relation  of  their  title  to 

the  niiintufs  as  ^^®  ^^°^^  ^^  ^^^  bankruptcy,  were  possessed  of  the  said 
assignees  of  the  goods  and  chattels,  as  of  their  property  as  such  assignees, 

bankrupt,  were  jt      t       ^  « 

possessed  of  the  and  the  Said  S.  Garcia  was  then  (subject  only  to  the  plain- 

ti^.'b^reuon  ^^^^'  ^^^^®  ^7  relation)  possessed  of  the  said  goods;  and 

of the'^***!^**'*  thereupon,  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  after  the  passing  of 

the  act  of  bank-  the  Said  act,  and  before  the  fiat,  and  whilst  the  plaintiffs 

after  the  bank-  Were  SO  posscsscd  of  the  goods,  and  before  the  conversion 

^h^iuf'they  ^^  ^^^  declaration  mentioned,  one  Weedon  sued  out  a  tes- 

were  possessed  tatum  fi.  fa.,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  com- 

ofthegooas, 

and  before  the  manding  the  said  sheriff  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 

the  declaration  Said  S.  Garcia  to  levy  a  debt  of  £219  lately  recovered  by 

w!'lue7tut7  Weedon,  and  71.  bs.  for  costs,  together  with  interest  upon 

writ  of  a.  fa.,  120/.  3s.  4d.    The  plea  then  stated  the  delivery  of  the  writ 

and  delivered  it  . 

to  the  defend-  to  the  defendants  as  sheriff,  and  alleged  that  the  defendants, 
and  'that  they/  hefore  the  fiat,  seized  and  took  in  execution  the  said  goods 
•eized  andl*^  k  *^^  chattels  for  the  purposc  of  levying  the  said  monies,  and 

in  execution  the 
goods,  for  the 

purpose  of  levyini^  the  debt,  and  thereby  committed  the  said  conversion  ;  that  the  execution  was 
really  and  bond  fide  executed  before  the  fiat;  and  that  at  the  time  of  executing  it,  the  execution 
creditor  had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt  committed. — Replication, 
that  the  bankrupt  procured  the  said  writ  to  be  sued  out,  and  caused  the  defendants  to  take  the 
goods  in  execution,  with  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  his  creditors,  and  thereby  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy ;  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  said  goods  had  been  taken  in  execution,  the 
defendants  converted  the  said  goods,  which  is  the  conversion  complained  of: — Held,  first,  that 
the  words  *•  bonft  fide  executed"  referred  to  the  execution  creditor  and  the  sheriff,  and  not  to 
the  bankrupt ;  and  therefore  that  the  replication  did  not  amount  to  an  argumentative  traverse  of 
that  averment,  but  was  good  by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance;  secondly,  that  the  replica- 
tion was  not  bad  in  omitting  to  state  in  what  the  conversion  consisted. 

Qft4Bre,  whether  the  replication  was  not  bad  for  duplicity,  as  stating  a  second  conversion;  but, 
Semblef  that  the  statement  of  the  second  conversion  amounted  merely  to  an  informal  new 
assignment. 
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thereby  tlien  committed  the  conversion  in  the  declaration  -E^c*.  of  PUaz, 
mentioned ;  that  the  said  execution  was  really  and  bonft     ^   ^^^* 
fide  executed  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  said  fiat;      Belcher 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  executing  such  execution,  the  said      maowat 
Weedon  had  not  any  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy 
by  the  said  S.  Grarcia  committed.     Verification. 

Replication,  that  the  said  S.  Garcia  procured  the  said 
writ  of  fi.  fa.  to  be  sued  out,  and  caused  the  defendants  to 
take  the  said  goods  in  execution  under  it,  with  intent  to 
defeat  and  delay  his  creditors,  and  thereby  then  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy;  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the 
said  goods  had  been  seized  and  taken  in  execution  by  the 
defendants,  the  defendants  converted  the  said  goods  modo 
et  formfi,  which  is  the  conversion  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned.   Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  replica^ 
tion  contains  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  allegation 
in  the  plea  that  the  said  execution  was  really  and  bonft  fide 
executed :  That  whereas  the  plea  alleges  the  conversion  to 
have  taken  place  by  a  seizure  of  the  goods  in  execution,  yet 
the  replication  alleges  the  conversion  to  have  taken  place 
after  the  seizure,  and  therefore  does  not  confess  the  matters 
alleged  in  the  plea,  although  it  purports  to  avoid  them ; 
and  the  plaintiffs,  having  set  up  a  different  conversion  from 
that  justified  by  the  plea,  ought  to  have  new  assigned ;  and 
that  the  replication  is  uncertain  in  this  respect,  that  it  does 
not  allege  in  what  way  the  other  conversion  was  committed 
bj  the  defendants. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

This  case  was  argued  on  the  31st  of  May  last,  by  Ken^ 
nedy  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  and  JR.  V.  Richards  for 
the  plaintiffs;  and  on  the  7th  of  June,  the  case  of  Cheston 
V.  Gibbs,  in  which  a  question  nearly  similar  arose,  was 
argued  by  Kennedy  for  the  defendants,  and  fV.  H.  Watson 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment  in  both 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  cases ;  but  on  the  10th  of  July,  1843,  they  desired  that 

^         '   ^     they  should  be  re-argued  (a). 

Belchkr  Accordingly,   in  this  Term  (November  10)  both  cases 

tf, 
Magnat.      were  again  argued.     That  of  Belcher  v.  Magnay  was  first 

argued  by 

Kennedy,  in  support  of  the  demurrer  to  the  replication. 
— The  replication  amounts  to  an  argumentative  traverse 
of  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  execution  was  really 
and  bond  fide  executed;  because,  if  the  execution  was 
fraudulent,  and  with  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  creditors, 
it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that  it  was  bona  fide  ex- 
ecuted. If  the  plaintiffs  meant  to  say  that  it  was  fraudu- 
lent, they  should  have  contented  themselves  with  a  traverse 
of  that  allegation,  and  given  in  evidence  the  facts  they  have 
now  pleaded  specially  in  the  replication,  in  support  of  it. 
The  words  "  bon&  fide  executed  ^'  ought  to  receive  the 
same  construction  as  in  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29 ;  and  in  HaU 
y.  fVaUace  {b),  it  was  held  that  that  statute  affords  no  protec- 
tion where  the  execution  is  in  itself  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
by  the  trader  procuring  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution 
with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  creditors.  The  allegation 
that  the  execution  was  with  intent  to  defeat  and  delay 
creditors,  means,  that  it  was  fraudulent  as  against  the  as- 
signees ;  and  if  it  was  in  truth  frtiudulent,  the  defendant 
must  have  failed  if  the  plaintiffs  had  traversed  the  bond 
fides,  which  shews  that  a  traverse  was  the  proper  course  to 
have  been  taken.  Besides,  the  replication  is  defective  in  not 
pointing  out  in  what  way  the  conversion  took  place.  The 
plea  alleges  the  seizure  in  execution  to  be  the  conversion ; 
whereas  the  replication  alleges  that  the  conversion  took 
place  after  the  seizure,  without  shewing  how  it  took  place, 
or  in  what  it  consisted.     It  must  be  taken  that  there  was 


(a)  See  what  is  said  by  ParJce^  B.,  in  Cheston  v.  GibbSf  post,  p.  118. 

(6)  7  M.  &  W.  353. 
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Exeh,  of  puat,  pUcation  is  a  good  answer  to  it,  for  it  shews  that  the  execu- 
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^  '  ^     tion  was  not  bon&  fide,  but  was  a  distinct  act  of  bank- 

Bblchbr      ruptcy,  and  consequently  was  not  protected  by  the  statute. 

Maonat.  The  case  of  HcUl  v,  Wallace  [a)  shews  that  "  bonfi  fide " 
means  bon&  fide  as  respects  all  parties.  In  that  case 
Parke,  B.,  says  [b) :  "  It  may  be  doubted  whether  this  is  a 
case  which  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  '  bonfi 
fide  executed  or  levied/  which  may  reasonably  be  con- 
strued to  mean  where  there  is  bona  fides  in  both  parties » 
but  however  this  may  be,  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  only 
meant  to  protect  valid  transactions,  and  to  prevent  them 
from  being  afi^ected  by  prior  acts  of  bankruptcy :  here  the 
execution  itself  is  the  act  of  bankruptcy .^^  [Parke,  B. — If 
I  am  right  in  what  I  there  said,  you  ought  to  have  tra- 
versed the  allegation  that  the  execution  was  bonft  fide 
executed.  The  defendants  say  the  replication  is  bad,  be- 
cause you  do  not  content  yourself  with  saying  that  the 
execution  was  not  bon&  fide  executed,  but  that  afterwards, 
and  after  the  goods  had  been  seized,  the  defendants  con- 
verted them.]  That  may  be  treated  as  being  merely  sur- 
plusage j  but  even  if  it  be  not,  the  replication  is  good,  for  it 
amounts  to  a  new  assignment,  though  it  be  an  informal 
one ;  and  the  want  of  form  has  not  been  pointed  out  as  a 
ground  of  special  demurrer. 

Kennedy,  in  reply. — To  bring  an  execution  within  the 
protection  of  the  statute,  two  things  are  requisite ;  first, 
the  execution  must  be  bon&  fide  executed;  secondly,  the 
creditor  must  have  had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bank, 
ruptcy.  The  statute  assumes  that  the  creditor  may  have 
no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  yet  that  the  ex- 
ecution may  not  be  bona  fide.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Bond  fide  means,  with  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  persons 
acting  and  executing  the  writ,  that  is,  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
sheriff,  not  the  execution  debtor.]    If  the  statement  in  the 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  353.  {h)  P.  358. 
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Exch.  of  Phat,  under  circumstances  which  would  bring  the  case  within 
.   ^^^'   .     the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  and  allow  them  to  go  on  with  the 

Belcher      execution,  as  they  had  no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Maonay.  The  replication,  in  fact,  may  be  construed  in  this  manner. 
The  plaintiffs  say,  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  gives  us  a 
title  to  the  goods,  is  the  very  conversion  which  you  the  de- 
fendants justify:  the  seizure  was  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
after  the  seizure  the  conversion  took  place.  This  is  indeed 
a  denial  in  one  sense.  The  question  turns  upon  the  mean- 
ing of  the  words  "  bonfi  fide.^^  If  they  are  to  be  taken  to 
include  the  debtor,  creditor,  and  sheriff,  in  order  to  make 
the  execution  perfect,  then  perhaps  the  replication  ought 
to  have  traversed  the  allegation ;  but  I  do  not  think  that 
necessary;  I  think  that  the  act  of  Parliament,  in  using  the 
words  "  bonfi  fide,^^  meant  to  apply  those  words  to  the  credi- 
tor and  sheriff  only,  and  not  to  the  debtor.  It  may  be  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  in  a  debtor  who  procures  the  execution  to 
be  levied,  although  the  creditor  may  have  acted  bonfi  fide  in 
the  execution.  Then  I  think  the  words  "  bona  fide  "  have 
reference  to  the  bona  fides  of  the  creditor  who  caused  execu- 
tion to  issue,  and  of  the  sheriff,  who  is  his  minister.  I  do 
not  think,  therefore,  that  this  is  an  allegation  of  a  justifiable 
conversion,  which  makes  it  proper  for  the  plaintiffs  to  tra- 
verse it.  Taking  the  term ''  bona  fide"  in  the  sense  in  which 
I  interpret  it,  the  plaintiffs  admit  it,  and  say  "  the  conver- 
sion we  complain  of  was  made  afterwards ;"  that  is  in  effect 
a  new  assignment.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
replication  is  good,  though  not  formally  pleaded  by  way  of 
new  assignment.  There  was  no  occasion,  in  new  assigning 
the  conversion,  to  specify  what  it  was.  A  plaintiff  never 
states  in  his  declaration  what  the  conversion  is ;  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  be  more  certain  in  a  new  assignment. 
There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  with  my  Lord  that  judgment  ought 
to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  demurrer  to  the  repli- 
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cation.  This  is  an  action  of  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  Ejcck.  of  puat, 
bankrupt^  and  the  plea  is,  that  the  defendants  seized  the  ^  ^^^' 
goods  under  an  execution  bonS  fide,  not  having  notice  of  a  BBLCHEa 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  so  as  to  bring  themselves  within  maqnay 
the  provisions  of  the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  To  this  there 
is  a  replication,  not  denying  the  execution  to  be  bona  fide, 
but  admitting  the  bona  fides,  and  defeating  its  effect,  by 
alleging  that  the  seizure  was  procured  by  the  bankrupt. 
Every  such  seizure  by  the  sheriflF  is  in  itself  an  act 
of  bankruptcy;  therefore  that  is  a  good  confession  and 
sToidance  of  the  plea,  unless  the  term  ^^  bonS  fide  '^  means 
bona  fides  by  all  the  parties  concerned,  and  then  there 
ought  to  have  been  a  traverse  of  that  allegation.  When 
this  matter  was  first  before  the  Court  in  the  case  of  HaU  v. 
WaUacey  this  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  statute  of 
Victoria  did  not  apply  to  a  case  in  which  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  itself  an  act  of  bankrupcty,  by  the  trader 
procuring  his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution,  although 
such  execution  was  bon&  fide  levied  by  the  judgment  cre- 
ditor. We  thought  the  statute  did  not  extend  to  give 
validity  to  transactions  which  were  of  themselves  acts  of 
bankruptcy.  In  the  course  of  deUvering  judgment,  I  ob- 
served that  it  might  be  doubted  whether  that  case  came 
within  the  meaning  of  the  words  '*  bon&  fide  executed  and 
levied,'^  which  might  reasonably  be  construed  to  mean 
where  there  is  bona  fides  in  both  parties ;  but  however  this 
may  be,  it  is  clear  that  the  statute  only  meant  to  protect 
valid  transactions,  and  to  prevent  them  from  being  affected 
b}r  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  Here  the  execution  itself 
is  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  I  am  disposed  to  agree  that, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  of  Vic- 
toria, an  execution  "  bon&  fide  ^*  levied  must  be  con- 
sidered to  be  an  execution  perfected,  and  which  is  ren- 
dered valid  by  the  statute,  though  in  itself  an  act  of 
bankruptcy :  it  appears  to  me,  on  consideration  of  this 
matter,  that  the  true  construction  of  the  words  ^^bon& 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  fide "  means  bona  fides  of  the  creditor,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, the  replication  is  good  by  way  of  confession  and 
avoidance,  and  is  not  by  way  of  denial.  Then  comes  the 
Maonat.  second  objection,  that  the  replication  is  bad  as  an  improper 
new  assignment.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are  driven  to 
the  alternative  abready  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Kennedy.  He 
says,  it  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  have  shewn  a 
seizure  amounting  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  the  title 
of  the  assignees  was  acquired  by  that  very  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. But,  supposing  that  argument  to  be  well  founded, 
still  the  replication  may  be  good,  because  it  goes  on  to  al« 
lege  that  there  had  since  been  another  conversion  by  the 
defendants.  But  then  it  is  objected  that  the  replication  is 
bad,  inasmuch  as  it  is  double ;  but,  on  looking  at  the  causes 
of  demurrer  assigned,  that  objection  is  not  pointed  out. 
Therefore,  I  think  that,  quacunque  vi&,  the  replication  is 
sufficient.  Its  effect  is  not  a  traverse  of  the  allegation  of 
bona  fides,  but  properly  a  confession  and  avoidance.  In 
either  view  it  is  good,  or  if  bad,  the  objection  is  not 
pointed  out. 

GuBNBY,  B.,  concurred. 

BoLFE,  B. — With  respect  to  the  term  "  bond  fide,''  on 
looking  at  the  82nd  sect,  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  it  is  dear 
it  has  reference  only  to  bona  fides  on  the  part  of  the  exe- 
cution creditor. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Cheston  and  Others^  Assignees  of  Charles  Savin  and      Nov.  23. 
Eugene  Le  Rot,  Bankrupts,  t;.  Gibbs  and  Another. 

1  ROVER  by  the  assignees  of  bankrupts.   The  declaration  Trover  lies 
contained  one  count,  laying  the  property  in  the  assignees.    J^o,  having*  ' 
Plea,  that  after  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Roy  be-  •*de?a^n°^e'cu. 
came  bankrupt,  and  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  act  of  t^o"  "po"  « 

,       judgment 

Parliament  passed  in  the  third  year  of  Queen  Victoria,  founded  on  a 
intituled,  "An  Act  for  the  better  protection  of  parties  J^rney!  afte*ran 
dealing  with  persons  liable  to  the  bankrupt  laws,^'  and  be-  J^^f^^u^'th 
fore  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy  against  debtor,  but 
the  said  C.  Savin  8c  E.  Le  Roy,  under  which  fiat  the  plain-  teiu  them  sub- 
tiffs  have  been  appointed  and  are  such  assignees  as  in  Jhe^^Mumg^of 
the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  committing  of  ****  ?*^  ^ 

'  .    ®  The  effect  of 

the  grievances  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  the  lOSth  sec- 
&c.,  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  c.  16,  is  to  vary 
Le  Roy,  (to  wit,  by  reason  of  the  relation  of  their  the  said  Jj^oVofthe  writ" 
plaintiffs'  title  as  such  assignees,  to  the  time  of  the  bank-  of  execution 

itself,  and  to 

mptcy  of  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Roy,  though  not  prevent  such  an 

then  appointed  to  be  such  assignees),  were  the  owners  of,  bdng^carricd" 

and  entitled  to  the  possession  of,  the  cattle,  goods,  and  *?*°^^**^g  ^^\ 

chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  as  of  their  property  creditors. 

In  trover  by 
the  assignees  of 
t  bankrupt,  the  defendants  pleaded,  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  relation  of  their  title  as  assignees  to 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  were  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  goods  ;  that  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  upon  a 
judgment  was  directed  to  the  defendants  as  sheriff;  and  that,  before  the  fiat,  the  defendants  exe- 
cuted and  levied  execution  under  the  writ  against  the  goods,  and  thereby  committed  the  grie- 
nnces,  &c. ;  that  the  execution  was  really  and  bonA  6de  executed  and  levied  ;  and  that  at  the 
time  of  executing  and  levying  it,  neither  the  defendants  nor  the  execution  creditor  had  notice  of 
a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy. — Replication,  that  before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  against  the 
bankrupts,  they  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney,  upon  which  judgment  was  entered  up,  and  that 
the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa.  was  issued  thereon ;  that  before  the  execution  of  the  fi.  fa.,  and  the  en- 
tering up  of  judgment  thereon,  the  bankrupts  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  that  a  fiat  issued 
within  leaa  than  two  months  of  the  execution  and  sale ;  and  that  after  the  fiat,  and  before  the 
ate,  the  abcriff  had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  and  fiat ;  that  the  defendanU  did  afterwards, 
and  after  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  after  notice  thereof,  sell  and  dispose  of  the  goods,  which  is 
the  same  conversion  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned  : — Held,  on  special  demurrer  to  the  repli- 
cation, that  the  words  "  executed  "  and  **  levied"  were  synonymous,  and  signified  a  eeizure  in 
UteuHam  ;  and  therefore  that  the  replication  did  not  amount  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendants  executed  and  levied  the  execution  before  the  date 
aad  tsfoiog  of  the  fist,  bat  was  good  by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance. 
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Ejceh,  of  Pleat,  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid^  and  the  said  C.  Savin  & 

E.  Le  Roy  were  then  (subject  only  to  such  title  of  the  said 
plaintiffs  as  aforesaid^  as  such  assignees^  by  such  relation  as 
aforesaid)  possessed  of  and  entitled  to  the  said  cattle^  goods, 
and  chattels^  and  thereupou,  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Boy^  and  after  the  passing  of  the 
aforesaid  act  of  Parliament^  and  before  the  date  and  issuing 
of  the  said  fiat^  and  while  the  plaintiffs  were  such  owners 
so  entitled  as  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  men- 
tioned, and  while  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Boy  were  so 
possessed  and  entitled  as  aforesaid,  subject  as  aforesaid, 
and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  ou,  &c.,  one  Charles  Lewis, 
by  the  consideration  and  judgment  of  the  Court  of  our 
lady  the  Queen,  before  the  barons  of  her  Exchequer  at 
Westminster,  recovered  against  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E. 
Le  Boy,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of  378/.  12s,  Sd.  as 
also  8/.  10^.,  which  in  and  by  the  said  Court  were  then 
adjudged  to  the  said  C.  Lewis,  for  his  damages,  which  he 
had  sustained  by  reason  of  detaining  the  said  debt,  whereof 
the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Boy  were  convicted ;  that  af- 
terwards, and  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  said  fiat, 
and  while  the  plaintiffs  were  such  owners  and  so  entitled, 
as  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  and 
while  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Boy  were  so  possessed 
and  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  committing  of  the 
said  grievances  as  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.,  the  said  C.  Lewis,  for  obtaining  satisfaction  of 
the  said  debt  and  damages,  sued  out  and  prosecuted  out  of 
the  said  Court  a  certain  writ  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  called 
a  writ  of  fieri  facias,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex, 
whereby  the  said  sheriff  was  commanded  &c.,  [setting  forth 
the  fi.  fa.  and  alleging  the  delivery  of  it  to  the  sheriff  to  be 
executed ;]  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  writ,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  satisfying  the  monies  as  directed  to  be  satisfied 
by  the  indorsement  on  the  said  writ,  the  defendants,  as  such 


114  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch,  of  Pleas,  0001*1  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas  at  Westminster,  will  appear. 
^  ^  .  And  the  plaintiflFs  say,  that  the  said  judgment  was  after- 
Chiston  wards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  suffered,  and  was  by  the  said  C.  Lewis 
Gi&Bt.  obtained  and  entered  up  by  nil  dicit,  upon  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  warrant  of  attorney,  and  was  not  a  judg- 
ment on  a  cognovit  actionem  signed  after  declaration  filed 
or  delivered,  nor  a  judgment  in  an  action  commenced  ad- 
versely, and  the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  issued  upon  the 
judgment  so  suffered,  obtained,  and  entered  up  as  aforesaid. 
And  the  plaintiffs  say,  that  before  executing  or  levying  of 
the  said  writ  of  fieri  facias,  and  before  obtaining  and  en- 
tering up  of  the  said  judgment,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  said 
C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Roy  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statutes  then 
and  still  in  force  concerning  bankrupts;  and  that  after- 
wards, and  within  less  than  two  calendar  months  of  levy- 
ing or  executing  the  said  execution,  and  before  the  sale 
of  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  so  levied  by  the 
defendants  as  such  sheriff,  as  in  the  said  plea  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  dated,  to  wit,  &c.,  was 
issued  against  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Roy,  where- 
upon they  were  duly  declared  and  adjudged  to  be  bank- 
rupts, as  by  the  said  fiat  and  adjudication  fully  appears,  and 
under  which  said  fiat  the  plaintiffs  were  appointed  and 
became  assignees  as  aforesaid.  And  the  plaintiffs  say,  that 
after  the  said  C.  Savin  &  E.  Le  Roy  had  become  bankrupts 
as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  issuing  of  the  said  fiat,  and  before 
the  sale  of  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  by  the  defend- 
ants as  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendants 
had  notice  of  the  said  bankruptcy,  and  of  the  issuing  of  the 
said  fiat.  And  thus  the  plaintiffs  say,  that  they  the  plain- 
tiffs, at  the  said  time  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  were 
possessed  of  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  as  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs  as 
such  assignees  as  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
said  declaration  alleged,  the  same  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels 
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Ejcch.  of  p:ea9,  the  said  averment  by  an  absque  hoc  or  otherwise,  and  to 

^  '  ^     have  concluded  to  the  country,  and  not  with  a  verification. 

Cbbston      And  also  that  the  whole  matter  contained  in  the  replica- 

GiBBs.        tion  furnishes  no  answer  in  point  of  law  to  the  matter 

contained  in  the  plea,  Sec. 

Kennedy  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  7th). 
— The  replication  is  bad,  as  it  merely  amounts  to  an  argu- 
mentative denial  of  the  sale  having  taken  place  before  the 
fiat  was  issued ;  for  the  plea  states  that  before  the  fiat  the 
defendants  "executed  and  levied  execution,'*  which  in 
effect  means  that  a  sale  had  taken  place  before  the  fiat ; 
and  if  so,  the  replication  ought  to  have  traversed  the  words 
of  the  plea.  Tlie  replication  is  also  defective  in  another 
respect,  for  it  shews  that  the  plaintifi^s  complain  of  a  dif- 
ferent conversion  from  that  which  is  justified  in  the  plea; 
and  if  so,  the  plaintiff's  ought  to  have  new  assigned.  The 
plea  justifies  a  conversion  by  seizure  before  the  fiat,  and  if 
the  plaintiffs  intended  to  rely  upon  a  conversion  by  sale 
after  the  fiat,  they  ought  to  have  newly  assigned  it.  [He 
was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

W,  H.  Watson,  contra. — The  first  objection  to  the  repli- 
cation is,  that  it  amounts  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendants  executed  and 
levied  execution  before  the  fiat.  That  depends  on  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "  executed  and  levied.*'  Those 
words  do  not  necessarily  mean  that  the  goods  were  sold, 
but  only  that  they  were  seized  in  execution.  They  have 
the  same  meaning  as  the  words  "  served  and  executed  **  in 
the  21st  Jac.  1,  c.  19,  s.  9,  which,  in  Giles  v.  Grover  (a), 
were  held  to  be  satisfied  by  a  seizure  by  the  sheriff.  If 
therefore  the  plaintiffs  had  traversed  the  words  of  the 

(o)  9  Bing.  267;  2  M.  &  Scott,  197. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  the  matter  alleged  should  have  been  pleaded  by  way  of 

new  assignment. 


Cur.  adv.  vult  (a). 


On  the  10th  of  July, 


Parke,  B.  said — ^There  were  two  cases  of  actions  against 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  one  of  BekJier  v.  Magnay,  and 
the  other  Cheston  v.  Gibbs.  We  think  both  these  cases 
ought  to  be  re-argued.  There  is  one  question  about  which 
the  Court  feel  considerable  doubt,  and  which  in  fact  has 
scarcely  been  argued  at  all — that  is,  whether  any  action  of 
trover  will  lie  against  the  sheriff  who  seizes  goods  which 
he  is  lawfully  entitled  to  seize  under  a  writ,  because  he 
takes  them  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  of  which  the  execu- 
tion creditor  has  no  notice,  but  sells  them  after  the  date 
of  the  fiat,  when  the  judgment  is  on  a  warrant  of  attorney. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  proper  remedy  is  not,  as  in  the 
case  of  Notley  v.  Btick  {b),  by  an  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  not  by  an  action  of 
trover.  That  is  a  very  grave  question,  and  one  that  I 
reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  a  case  at 
the  York  Spring  Assizes,  1842,  and  which  point  the  Courts 
have  not  decided.  It  is  fit,  therefore,  that  the  question 
should  be  re-argued.  The  plaintiffs,  in  the  case  of  Cheston 
V.  Gibbs,  ought  to  consider  whether  they  will  not  amend 
the  replication,  because  there  is  an  objection  for  duplicity 
to  that  replication,  and  there  appears  to  be  a  question  whe- 
ther it  is  not  well  founded.  The  plaintiffs  seek  to  avoid 
the  effect  of  the  plea,  not  under  the  statute  of  Victoria, 
but  under  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  They  had,  there- 
fore, better  consider  whether  they  will  not  amend.  But 
the  principal  question  must  be  argued,  whether  any  action 

(a)  See  the  judgment  delivered  (b)  8  B.  &  Cr.  160;  2  Man.  & 

in  Belcher  v.  Magnayy  November      R.  68. 
10,  ante,  p.  107. 
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^ch.  of  Pleat,  fessioD^  or  nil  dicit^  shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  to 
^^^'  the  prejudice  of  other  fair  creditors,  but  shall  be  paid 
rateable  with  such  creditors/^  There  is  no  provision  that 
the  execution  shall  be  invalid,  but  only  that  the  credi- 
tor shall  not  avail  himself  of  it  to  the  prejudice  of  other 
fair  creditors,  but  share  rateably  with  them.  The  Court 
took  that  view  of  it  in  Taylor  v.  Taylor  (a),  and  held  that 
the  statute  did  not  render  the  execution  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney  void,  but  merely  enacted  that  the  execution  cre- 
ditor should  share  rateably  with  the  other  creditors.  The 
108th  section  left  the  law  where  it  was,  as  to  executions 
levied  upon  judgments  not  founded  on  warrants  of  attorney, 
&c.,  and  before  that  act,  where  the  seizure  took  place  prior 
to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  sheriff  might  proceed  to  sell 
the  goods,  although  in  strictness  the  proceeds  might  belong 
to  the  assignees :  Cole  v.  Davies  (b).  The  sheriff  is  com- 
manded to  take  the  goods  of  A.  B.,  and  by  so  doing  he 
obtains  such  a  property  in  the  goods  as  enables  him  to  sell 
them.  And  the  stat.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  108,  does  not  affect 
the  sheriff's  right  to  sell  the  goods,  but  only  renders  it  in- 
cumbent on  him,  in  the  case  there  provided  for,  to  pay  over 
the  proceeds  to  the  execution  creditor  rateably  with  the 
assignees.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  sheriff  here  had 
notice  of  the  nature  of  the  execution.]  He  had  notice  of 
the  fiat,  but  not  of  the  judgment  being  on  a  warrant  of 
attorney.  [Parke,  B. — The  sheriff  is  bound  to  look  at  the 
writ,  and  to  obey  it,  unless  a  different  obligation  is  cast 
upon  him  by  the  statute.]  An  execution  is  an  entire  thing, 
and  when  once  the  sheriff  has  begun  to  levy  under  the  writ, 
he  is  bound  to  proceed  with  it,  though  the  assignees  may  be 
entitled  to  the  proceeds.  [Lord  Abtnger^  C.  B. — Suppose 
the  sheriff  had  notice  after  the  seizure,  that  by  the  statute 
the  proceeds  of  the  goods  when  sold  will  belong  not  to  the 
execution  creditor,  but  to  the  assignees,  why  should  he 

(a)  5  B.  &  Cr.  392 ;  8  D.  &  R.  159.  {b)  1  Ld.  Raym.  724. 
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proceed  to  sell  ?]    It  does  not  follow,  because  the  proceeds  Exck,  of  pua*^ 

of  the  goods  will  belong  to  the  assignees,  that  the  sheriflF    v^H^^ 

has  not  the  right  to  sell.     Cole  v.  Davies  shews  that  the 

sheri£f  may  sell,  although  the  proceeds  will  belong  to  the 

assignees.     There  is  no  averment  in  this  replication  that 

the  sheriff  was  desired  not  to  sell,  and  if  the  execution  is 

T&lid,  it  is  an  entire  thing,  and  he  is  justified  in  completing 

it.    The  sheriff  must  obey  the  writ  according  to  its  terms, 

which  commands  him  to  levy,  and  the  effect  of  the  108th 

section  of  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  is  merely  to  direct  the  mode  of 

disposing  of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods,  and  not  to  take 

away  the  right  of  the  sheriff  to  sell.     \Parkey  B. — The 

sheriff  has  obeyed  the  writ  according  to  its  terms,  and 

as,  by  the  stat.  2  Sc  3  Vict.  c.  29,  the  execution,  if  bon& 

fide  executed,  is  in  the  same  situation  as  if  no  prior  act  of 

bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  it  may  be  a  question 

whether  the  sheriff  may  not  proceed  to  sell,  and  hold  the 

proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignees.     The  words  of 

the  108th  section  seem  to  affect  the  execution  creditor 

only.] 

Watson,  contr^. — ^The  declaration  is  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
assignees,  and  the  defendants  by  their  plea  confess  the  title 
of  the  plaintiffs  as  such  assignees,  and  say,  that  whilst  the 
goods  were  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupts,  the  sheriff 
executed  and  levied  the  goods  under  the  fi.  fa.  It  is  a  well- 
known  principle  of  law,  that  all  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt, 
with  certain  exceptions,  vest  by  relation  in  the  assignees : 
and  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  these  were,  by  relation, 
the  goods  of  the  assignees  at  the  time  of  the  seizure.  The 
doctrine  of  relation  may  be  a  hardship  on  the  sheriff,  but 
since  the  case  of  Garland  v.  Carlisle  (a),  it  is  settled  that 
a  sheriff  is  liable  in  trover,  if,  without  knowledge  of  a  secret 
act  of  bankruptcy,  he  levies  under  a  fi.  fa.  the  goods  of  A. 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  M.  31. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  as  the  goods  of  B.     The  substance  of  this  transaction  is, 

1  QA'i 

that  the  sheriff,  being  directed  to  take  the  goods  of  the  exe- 
cution debtor,  has  taken  those  of  the  assignees,  and  he  is 
therefore  liable  in  trover.  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — The 
sheriff  seizes  the  goods  without  knowledge  of  any  act  of 
bankruptcy  having  been  committed,  and  by  the  statute  he 
is  justified  in  so  doing.]  After  the  fiat  is  issued,  he  has  no 
right  to  proceed,  but  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy.  [Lord  Jbinffer,  C.  B. — ^The  plea  avers 
that  he  had  no  notice  of  that.]  The  sheriff  was  bound  to 
know  that  these  were  the  goods  of  the  assignees,  and  that 
under  such  circumstances  he  was  not  authorized  to  proceed 
to  a  sale.  It  is  his  duty  to  ascertain  whether  he  is  entitled 
to  sell  the  goods  or  not.  In  Rawdon  v.  Wentworth  (a), 
where  it  was  held  that  the  execution  was  not  protected  by 
the  stat.  2  &  3  Vict  c.  29,  the  decision  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that,  the  judgment  and  execution  being  founded 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  the  sale  took  place  after  the  issu- 
ing of  the  fiat.  A  similar  provision  to  the  108th  section 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act  is  contained  in  the  34th  section  of 
the  Insolvent  Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  which  enacts,  "that  in 
all  cases  where  any  prisoner,  who  shall  petition  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors'  Court  for  relief  under  that  act,  shall  have 
executed  any  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judgment,  or 
shall  have  given  any  cognovit  actionem,  whether  for  a 
valuable  consideration  or  otherwise,  no  person  shall,  after 
the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment  of  such  prisoner, 
avail  himself  of  any  execution  issued  or  to  be  issued  upon 
any  judgment  obtained  or  to  be  obtained  upon  such  war- 
rant of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem,  either  by  seizure  and 
sale  of  the  property  of  such  prisoner,  or  any  part  thereof, 
or  by  sale  of  such  property  theretofore  seized,  or  any  part 
thereof;  but  that  any  person  or  persons  to  whom  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  shall  be  due  in  respect  of  any  such  war- 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  36. 
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rant  of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem^  shall  and  may  be  a  Bxek.  of  pua». 
creditor  or  creditors  for  the  same  under  that  act/*    And     ^ 
in  Groves  v.  Cow?unn  {a),  a  sheriff  who  seized  the  goods  of 
an  insolvent  under  a  fieri  facias  issued  upon  a  judgment 
founded  on  a  cognovit^  and  sold  after  notice  of  the  assign- 
ment to  the  provisional  assignees^  was  held  liable  in  trover. 
TherCj  Tindal,  C.  J.,  after  reading  the  words  of  the  above 
section^  and  sayings  that  it  appeared  to  him  that  the 
clause  effected  a  statutory  supersedeas  of  the  execution^ 
and  thatj  if  the  sheriff  persisted  in  selling  after  notice  of 
the  assignment^  he  was  liable  in  trover^  says,  ''Accord- 
ing to  the  construction  which  has  been  given  in  Notley  v. 
Buck  {b)  to  the  same  words  in  the  108th  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  it  is  clear  the  action  lies  where  the  sheriff 
sells  after  the  assignment.     It  is  then  objected,  that  if  any 
action  lies,  it  can  only  be  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received.     But  I  can  scarcely  conceive  the  case  of  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  by  means  of  a  tortious  con- 
version of  goods,  in  which,  upon  the  same  principle,  an 
action  of  trover  would  not  equally  lie  for  the  tortious  con- 
version.    By  suing  for  money  had  and  received,  the  plain- 
tiff waives  the  tort.     Where,  indeed,  the  party  against 
whom  an  execution  has  issued  places  the  amount  indorsed 
on  the  writ  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  there  has  been  no 
act  of  conversion  by  him,  and  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  may  be  the  only  form  of  action ;  but  where  the 
money  in  his  hands  arises  from  a  conversion  by  sale  of  the 
goods,  the  action  proceeds  on  the  same  principle,  whether 
it  be  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  or  an  action  of 
trover.     That  trover  lies  against  him  was  expressly  decided 
in  Cooper  v.  Chitty,  a  case  in  its  circumstances  the  same  as 
the  present,  namely,  the  case  of  a  sale  by  the  sheriff  after 
he  had  received  notice  that  the  property  of  the  goods  was 
not  in  the  party  against  whom   execution  issued.     The 

(a)  10  Bing.  5  ;  3  M.  &  Scott,         (6)  8  B.  &  Cr.  160;  2  Man.  & 
352.  R.  68. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  authority  of  that  case,  after  having  been  questioned,  has 

at  length  been  confirmed  in  Balme  v.  Hutton  [a),  and  must 
determine  our  judgment  on  the  present  occasion/*  And 
Bosanquet,  J.,  says,  ^'  I  agree  in  thinking  that  the  sheriff 
is  liable  in  this  action  of  trover,  not  for  the  seizure  of  the 
goods,  which  took  place  before  notice  of  the  insolvent's 
petition,  but  for  the  sale,  which  was  wrongful  after  notice 
received ;''  and  he  adds,  "Notley  v.  Bitck,  so  far  from  being 
a  decision  in  favour  of  the  sheriff,  establishes  the  principle 
on  which  this  Court  now  decides ;  for  the  Court  of  King^s 
Bench  says,  in  that  case,  that,  if  the  goods  be  improperly 
disposed  of,  the  party  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  for  the 
proceeds.  But  the  power  to  waive  implies  the  power  to  in- 
sist on  the  tort,  for  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  a  recom- 
pense in  damages/'  That  is  a  decision  bearing  strongly 
on  this  case,  and  indeed  is  decisive  of  it,  coupled  with  that 
of  Notley  v.  Buck.  It  is  important  as  shewing  that  the 
sheriff  is  responsible,  although  he  had  no  notice  until  after 
the  seizure.  Taylor  v.  Taylor  [b)  merely  shews  that  the 
Court  would  not  set  aside  the  execution  on  motion.  Cole 
V.  Davies  has  no  bearing  on  the  present  case ;  for  it  was 
always  held,  that,  if  the  seizure  took  place  before  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  the  sheriff  might  proceed  to  sell:  but  here 
the  seizure  was  of  goods  which  were  the  property  of  the 
assignees,  and  when  the  fiat  issues,  it  operates  by  relation 
back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  According  to  Balme  v. 
Hutton,  the  question  is  one  of  property,  and  the  plea  is  bad 
as  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  plaintiff's  possession. 
[ParkCj  B. — Still  the  question  will  turn  on  the  construction 
of  the  108th  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16;  whether  it  operates 
as  a  statutory  supersedeas  of  the  execution,  as  Tindal,  C.  J., 
says  in  Groves  v.  Cowham,  or  only  affects  the  rights  of  the 
execution  creditor.]  The  words,  that  ''no  creditor  shall  avail 
himself  of  such  execution  to  the  prejudice  of  other  fair  credi- 

(a)  1  C.  &  M.  261.  (b)  5  B.  &  Cr.  3U2;  8  D.  &  R.  159. 
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tors,''  mean  that  the  execution  shall  be  no  longer  available,  Exek.  of  puat, 

and  shall  not  be  further  enforced^  and  if  the  sheriff  pro* 

ceeds  to  sell^  he  is  a  wrongdoer^  although  he  has  no  notice. 

When  he  has  notice  of  the  fiat,  he  is  bound  to  take  notice 

of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. — He  cited  also  Aldred 

T.  Constable  {b). 

Kennedy,  in  reply. — ^This  point  was  not  decided  in  Al- 
dred V.  Constable,  for  the  question  there  was,  whether  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  given  by  way  of  fraudulent  pre- 
ference, and  on  that  ground  not  protected  by  the  stat. 
2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  And  in  Rawdon  v.  Wentworth,  and 
JVMtmore  v.  Robertson,  where  trover  was  held  maintain- 
able, the  question  whether  trover  or  money  had  and  re- 
ceived was  the  proper  form  of  action,  was  not  adverted  to. 
As  to  Groves  v.  Cowham,  the  language  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors  Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  34,  is  very  different  from 
that  of  the  108th  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  In  the  former 
the  words  are,  '^  no  person  shall  avail  himself  of  any  exe- 
cution,'' which  may  apply  to  the  sheriff  as  well  as  a  cre- 
ditor; whereas,  in  the  108th  section,  the  words  are  "no 
creditor."  Besides,  the  former  act  says  that  no  person 
shall  avail  himself  of  any  execution  "  by  seizure  and  sale," 
which  words  are  not  in  the  latter  section.  There,  also,  the 
sheriff  had  express  notice  not  to  seU,  which  he  ought  to 
have  had  here,  to  render  him  liable.  Unless  the  Court 
hold  that  the  execution  is  altogether  void,  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  judgment.  The  108th  section,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, leaves  the  law  in  this  respect  as  it  stood  before. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  (November  24) 
delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  only  point  which  remained  for  the  con- 
(a)  12  Law  Joum.,  N.  S.,  (Q.  B.),  253. 
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Exch.  of  pfeflt,  sideration  of  the  Court  in  this  case  was,  whether  an  action 

V ^     of  trover  would  lie  against  a  sheriflF,  who  seized  bon&  fide 

Chkston  under  a  fieri  facias  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  who 
GiBBs.  sold  after  a  fiat,  the  execution  being  founded  on  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  and  the  execution  creditor  having  no  notice 
of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  of  seizure.  The 
execution  was  protected  against  the  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1,  and  placed  on 
the  same  footing  as  if  there  had  been  no  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy at  the  time  of  such  seizure ;  but  according  to  the 
doctrine  of  Whitmore  v.  Robertson,  affirmed  in  the  Court  of 
error,  in  the  case  of  Skey  v.  Carter  (a),  an  execution  founded 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney  or  cognovit  is  still  within  the 
operation  of  the  108th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  and 
not  protected  against  the  eflTect  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  or 
a  fiat  before  the  sale,  though  the  seizure  had  taken  place 
before  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  And  the  only  question  is, 
whether  the  right  of  the  assignees  to  the  goods  seized,  or 
the  proceeds,  may  be  enforced  by  an  action  of  trover 
against  the  sheriflF  who  sold  after  the  fiat.  The  words  of 
the  section  are,  "  that  no  creditor,  having  security  for  his 
debt,  or  having  made  any  attachment  in  London  or  any 
other  place,  by  virtue  of  any  custom  there  used,  of  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  bankrupt,  shall  receive  upon  any 
such  security  or  attachment  more  than  a  rateable  part  of 
such  debt,  except  in  respect  of  any  execution  or  extent 
served  and  levied  by  seizure  upon,  or  any  mortgage  of,  or 
lien  upon,  any  part  of  the  property  of  such  bankrupt  be- 
fore the  bankruptcy :  provided,  that  no  creditor,  though  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon 
any  judgment  obtained  by  default,  confession,- or  nil  dicit, 
shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  to  the  prejudice  of 
other  fair  creditors,  but  shall  be  paid  rateably  with  such 
creditors.'^    The  mode  in  which  assignees  ought  to  avail 

(fl)  11  M.  &  W.,571. 
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themselyes  of  the  latter  part  of  this  section  has  been  the  Bxch.  of  pieas, 
subject  of  mach  discussion.  In  the  first  instance  an  ap-  ^^^' 
plication  was  made  to  the  Court  in  their  behalf  to  set 
aside  the  execution,  but  without  success :  Taylor  v.  Tay^ 
br  (a).  Afterwards  they  succeeded  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received  against  the  sheriff,  who  had  paid  over  the 
proceeds  to  the  execution  creditor  after  notice  of  the 
bankruptcy  and  commission — the  Court  declining  to  de- 
cide whether  the  sheriff  was  a  wrongdoer  or  not  by  the 
sale:  Not  ley  v.  Buck  {b).  Subsequently  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  was  brought  against  the  sheriff, 
who  had  no  notice  of  the  bankruptcy,  and  after  pending 
for  some  time  in  the  Court  of  King*s  Bench,  was  ultimate- 
ly decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff:  Hartley  y.  Hornby [c); 
and  latterly  actions  of  trover  have  been  brought  with  suc- 
cess :  Rowdon  v.  WerUicorth  [d).  But  the  question,  whether 
the  sheriff  was  liable  in  that  form  of  action,  has  never  been 
raised,  and  argued,  and  decided.  We  have  now  had  the 
question  fully  and  ably  discussed,  and  are  all  of  opinion 
that  the  sheriff  is  liable. 

The  sheriff  is  justified  if  he  acts  in  obedience  to  the 
authority  of  the  writ,  as  it  exists  at  common  law,  or  is  qua- 
lified by  statute ;  and  the  point  to  be  decided  is,  whether 
the  provision  of  the  108th  section  affects  the  operation  of 
the  writ,  or  only  directs  the  application  of  the  money  levied 
under  it.     We  think  it  affects  the  writ  itself. 

The  first  part  of  this  clause  is  taken  from  the  21  Jac.  1, 
c.  19,  and  in  words  applies  to  the  creditor  only,  but  it  has 
been  long  ago  decided  that  it  varies  the  legal  operation  of 
the  writ  itself;  for  at  common  law  the  sheriff  was  justified 
iu  seizing  what  were  the  goods  of  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  teste  of  the  writ — by  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 


(a)  5  B.  &  C.  892 ;  8  D.  &  R.      Ry.  68. 

159.  (c)  Not  reported. 

(6)  8  B.  &  C.  100;  2  Man.  &  \d)  10  M.  &  W.  3(5. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat,  such  as  were  his  property  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the 
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'  ^  writ  to  the  sheriflF;  but  if  the  defendant  became  bankrupt 
Cbkston  after  the  delivery,  the  sheriflf  was  not  justified  in  seizing 
GiBBs.  what  were  his  goods  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  and  was 
liable  in  trespass  or  trover  at  the  suit  of  the  assignees,  if 
he  did,  unless  he  seized  them  before  the  bankruptcy.  The 
reason  was,  the  enactment  in  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  19, 
8.  9,  which  provided,  that  the  creditor  by  judgment  should 
not  be  relieved  for  more  than  a  rateable  part  of  his  debts, 
unless  the  execution  was  actually  executed;  and  thus  the 
operation  of  the  writ  was  aflfected  by  words  apparently  ap- 
plying to  the  creditor  only ;  and  the  sherifif  was  unques- 
tionably liable  as  a  wrongdoer  for  seizing  what  were  the 
goods  of  the  assignees  at  the  time  of  the  seizure.  And  if 
such  be  the  effect  of  the  former  part  of  the  108th  section, 
which  speaks  of  the  creditor  only,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  latter  part,  which  uses  similar  language,  where  the 
judgment  is  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  should  not  have  a 
similar  construction ;  and  the  statute,  when  it  says,  that 
no  creditor  shall  avail  himself  of  an  execution  on  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  be  held  to  mean  that  such  an  execution  shall 
not  be  carried  into  efifect  for  the  benefit  of  a  creditor;  and 
if  so,  the  sheriff  is  not  authorized  by  such  an  execution  to 
sell  the  goods  seized,  which  remain  unsold  at  the  time  of 
the  fiat,  and  consequently  is  a  wrongdoer  if  he  does.  We 
therefore  think  that  an  action  of  trover  is  maintainable. 

It  has  also  been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
in  Groves  v.  Cowham  (a),  that  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent 
may  maintain  trover  against  the  sheriff  for  seizing  the 
goods  of  an  insolvent  after  his  petition,  under  an  execution 
founded  on  a  cognovit.  The  words  of  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  57, 
8.  34,  which  prevent  a  person  from  availing  himself  of  an 
execution  on  a  cognovit,  are  very  similar  to  those  of  the 
108th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  the  decision  of  the 

(a)  ]0BiDg.5. 
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Conrt  of  Common  Pleas  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  Exch,  of  Pieas, 

construction  which  we  have  put  on  the  section  in  question.  ^    ^^^^'  . 

The  consequence  of  which  is^  there  will  be  judgment  for  Cheston 

the  plaintiffs.  Gibbs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


WooTTON  and  Another  v.  St£FF£Noni.  Nov.  20. 

Covenant.— The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas  be-  The  stat.  32 

fore  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  demise  thereinafter  s.  13,  does  not 

mentioned,  Thomas  Burton  and  Catherine  Jones  his  wife  ^ngnmmtof 

▼ere  seised  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee,  in  the  right  of  the  «,)««»« 'p^*** 

'  °  alien  artificer. 

said  Catherine  Jones,  of  one  undivided  moiety  of  and  in      A  deciara- 
the  tenements  thereinafter  mentioned  to  have  been  de-  nant  stated, 
mised  to  one  John  Timms,  and  one  E.  Cruchley  was  seised  }JSg'J^fe*J^tr^ 
in  fee  of  the  other  moiety  thereof :  that  by  an  indenture  of  ««'8«d  ^»  ^e«  of 

an  undivided 

the  3rd  of  April,  1823,  made  between  the  said  T.  Burton  moiety  of  cer- 
and  Catherine  Jones  his  wife,  of  the  first  part,  the  said  in  right™f?he 
E.  Cruchley  of  the  second  part,  and  the  said  J.  Timms  of  '^**®»  *."*  ,^" 

•^  r       ^  ^as  seised  of 

the  third  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that  the  said  T.  Burton  the  other  moie- 

tv  *  that  A    and 

and  C.  Jones  his  wife,  and  E.  Cruchley,  did  demise  to  the  b.',  and  c.*de- 
said  J.  Timms  a  certain  messuage  or  tenement,  shop,  yard,  ™|Jgg  ^^  ^'*' 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  hold  the  same  to  twenty-one 
the  said  J.  Timms,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as-  who  covenanted 
ligns,  for  twenty-one  years,  from  the  24th  day  of  June,  to  repair;  that 
1822;  that  the  said  J.  Timms  did  thereby,  for  himself,  his  became  itd 
executors^  administrators,  and  assigns,  covenant  with  the  »"  ^««  *>f  the 

reversion  of  all 

said  T.  Bnrton  and  E.  Cruchley  to  repair  &c.  the  said  mes-  the  premises, 

and  devised 
them  to  the 
^laindfb  and  A.  in  fee;  that  A.  died,  and  the  plaintiffs  survived  him ;  and  that  before  the  death 
of  A.,  all  the  estate  of  D.  in  the  premises  came  to  the  defendant  by  assignment;  and  assigned  as 
t  breach,  that  the  defendant  would  not,  after  the  assignment  and  during  the  demise,  and  while 
the  plaintiffs  and  A.  were  seised  of  the  reversion,  and  before  the  death  of  A.,  repair  the  de- 
Bused  premises. 

SetmkU,  that  the  covenant  sued  upon,  being  made  with  A.  and  C.  only,  was  not  a  covenant 
ninning  with  the  land,  on  which  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  could  sue  ;  at  least  without  an 
trerment  that  the  breach  was  oommitted  in  the  lifetime  of  A.'s  wife. 

VOL.  XII.  K  M.W. 
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Mxch,  of  Pleat,  suage  &c.  The  declaration  then  stated  the  levying  of  a  fine 
^  J^'  ^  between  the  said  K  Cruchley  and  T.  Burton  and  C,  Jones 
WooTTON  his  wife^  of  their  undivided  moiety  of  the  said  premises^ 
Stsfisnonz.  whereby  Cruchley  became  seised  in  fee  of  the  reversion 
formerly  of  T.  Burton  and  C.  Jones  his  wife,  in  the  said 
demised  premises ;  that  Cruchley  by  his  will  devised  the 
premises  in  question  to  the  plaintiffs  and  T.  Burton, 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and  afterwards  died 
seised  of  the  said  reversion,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  and 
Burton  became  seised  of  the  said  reversion  in  the  said 
premises  as  of  fee ;  that  afterwards,  to  wif,  on  the  19th  day 
of  February,  1843,  T.  Burton  died,  and  the  plaintiffs  sur- 
vived him,  and  that  before  the  death  of  the  said  T.  Burton^ 
all  the  estate  of  the  said  J.  Timms  in  the  said  demised  pre- 
mises came  to  the  defendant  by  assignment.  Breach,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  after  the  assignment^  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise,  and  whilst  the 
plaintiffs  and  T.  Burton  were  so  seised  of  the  reversion  of 
the  said  demised  premises,  and  before  the  death  of  the  said 
T.  Burton,  well  and  sufficiently  repair  the  premises,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  suffered  and  permitted  the  same  to  be  ruin- 
ous, prostrate,  and  in  bad  repair,  &c. 

Plea,  that  the  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
assignment  of  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been^  and 
still  is,  an  alien  and  stranger,  and  not  a  denizen  or  natu- 
ralized, and  an  artificer  and  handicraftsman,  to  wit^  a 
looking-glass  manufacturer,  born  out  of  the  obeisance  of 
our  lady  the  Queen,  and  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to 
wit,  at  Piano  d'Erba,  near  Milan,  in  Italy ;  that  he  the 
defendant  became  and  was  the  assignee,  and  possessed  of 
the  said  messuage,  &c.,  and  occupied  the  same,  and  the 
same,  and  all  the  said  estate  and  interest  therein  of  the 
said  J.  Timms,  were  assigned  to  him  after  the  passing  of 
the  statute  32  Hen.  8,  intituled  "  Concerning  Strangers,'^ 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  his  the  defendant's  carrying  on  and 
transacting  therein  his  trade  of  a  looking-glass  manufac- 
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titrer^  as  an  artificer  and  handicraftsman^  and  for  the  pur-  Ezeh.  of  PUa*, 
poae  of  bia  inhabiting,  residing,  and  dwelling  therein,  as     .   ^^^   . 
such  alien,  artificer,  and  handicraftsman  as  aforesaid,  and     Woottok 
that  he  hath  always  held,  used,  and  occupied  the  said  de-    Stbffbmoki. 
miaed  premiaea  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the 
force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made   and   provided. 
Verification. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. — The  plaintiff's  points  (amongst 
others)  were,  that  the  32  Hen.  8,  c.  16,  s.  13,  did  not 
apply  to  a$9ignment»  of  leases,  but  only  to  the  granting 
of  fresh  leases,  and  did  not  make  void  the  assignment  of  a 
lease  to  an  alien  handicraftsman :  or  that,  although  the 
statute  was  applicable  to  an  assignment  of  a  lease,  so  as  to 
make  an  alien  assignee  liable  to  a  penalty,  yet  that  the  as- 
signment was  vaUd  in  favour  of  the  original  landlord  who 
was  not  a  party  to  the  illegal  transaction. 

Cromptan,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  is 
bad  both  in  form  and  in  substance.  In  the  first  place, 
the  stat.  32  Hen.  8,  c.  16,  s.  13,  does  not  apply  at  all  to 
asagnmenis  of  leases,  but  only  to  the  granting  of  leases 
themaelves.  Its  words  are — "  that  all  leases  of  any  dwell- 
ing-house or  shop  within  this  realm  &c.,  made  to  any 
stranger,  artificer,  or  handicraftsman  born  out  of  the 
King's  obeisance,  not  being  denizen,  shall  be  void  and  of 
none  effect;  and  that  no  stranger,  artificer,  or  handi* 
craftsman,  bom  out  of  the  King's  obeisance,  not  being 
denisen,  shall  take  any  lease  of  any  dwelling-house  or  shop 
&c.  upon  pain  to  lose  and  forfeit  for  every  time  doing  con- 
trary to  this  act  one  hundred  shillings ;  and  that  no  per- 
sons shall  grant  or  let  to  farm  any  dwelling-house  or  shop 
to  such  stranger  artificer  or  handicraftsman,  not  being 
denizen,  to  the  intent  to  dwell  or  inhabit  in  the  same, 
upon  like  pain  of  an  hundred  shillings."  The  Court  will 
not  strain  a  statute  of  this  nature  to  include  any  case  which 
does  not  fall  most  clearly  within  its  words.   The  defendant 

k2 
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Etch.  o/Pltat,  did  not  ^^take  a  lease''  within  the  meaning  of  this  act. 

'  ^     The  imposition  of  a  penalty  also  on  the  person  who  "  grants 

WooTTON      or  lets  to  farm ''  shews  that  it  applies  only  to  the  original 

Vm 

Stiffbnomi.  lease.  An  agreement  for  a  lease  would  equally  be  within 
the  supposed  mischief^  yet  that  is  clearly  not  within  the 
words. 

Again^  it  does  not  appear  from  the  declaration  in  this 
case  (though  it  is  stated  in  the  plea)  that  any  part  of  the 
premises  assigned  consisted  of  a  dwelling-house  or  shop: 
and  nothing  will  be  inferred  against  the  validity  of  the 
transaction  in  such  a  case:  Jevens  v.  Harridge  (a). 

[He  then  proceeded  to  take  several  objections  to  the 
plea  in  point  of  form^  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  notice.] 

Peacock,  contrk. — This  plea  is  good  in  substance.  In 
order  to  the  true  construction  of  the  statute^  the  object  of 
the  legislature  at  the  time^  and  the  supposed  mischief 
against  which  it  was  directed^  must  be  looked  to.  The 
mischief  recited  in  the  statute  is  "  the  infinite  number  of 
strangers  and  aliens  of  foreign  countries  and  nations 
which  daily  do  increase  and  multiply  within  the  realn^  in 
excessive  numbers^  to  the  great  detriment,  hindrance,  loss, 
and  impoverishment  of  the  natural  true  lieges  and  subjects 
of  this  realm,  and  to  the  great  decay  of  the  same.''  It  is 
clear  that  an  assignment  of  a  lease  to  an  alien  would  be 
equally  within  this  mischief  as  a  lease  itself.  If  a  party 
could  let  to  another,  who  might  immediately  assign  to  an 
alien,  the  statute  would  be  altogether  defeated.  But  the 
word  ^^ grant"  is  sufficient  to  include  an  assignment. 
[Parke,  B. — But  the  "  granting  or  letting  to  farm "  only 
subjects  the  party  to  a  penalty.]  If  it  be  an  illegal  act 
when  done,  the  Court  will  not  give  it  efiect.  [Parke,  B. — 
The  Court  would  not  carry  the  contract  into  efiect,  but 
that  is  a  different  thing  from  holding  it  to  be  void.  It  is 
like  the  case  of  the  grant  of  an  estate  for  the  purpose  of  a 
qualification  under  the  game  laws^  where  the  Courts  hold 

(a)  1  Saund.  7* 
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the  estate  to  be  vested^  though  the  transaction  is  illegal.]  Sxch.  of  puat^ 
The  Court  is  bound  to  follow  the  intention  of  the  legisla-     ^    ^  *  . 
tare,  *'  with  reason  and  discretion,  in  the  construction  of  a      WooTroir 

Vm 

statute^  although  such  construction  seem  contrary  to  the  SrErvKNONx. 
letter  of  the  statute/*  Bac.  Abr.  statute  (I.  5),  Co.  Litt. 
2.  b,  Lapierre  v.  M'Intosh  {a).  [Lord  Atnnger,  C.  B. — ^This 
is  a  penal  act  of  Parliament,  and  we  ought  not  to  extend  it 
by  construction  beyond  its  strict  words.  The  subsequent 
statute  of  7  Anne,  c.  5  (&),  shews  that  the  policy  of  the 
legislature  was  then  very  different,  and  that  the  residence 
of  industrious  foreigners  in  this  country  was  encouraged. 
If  we  extend  the  stat  of  Hen.  8'  to  the  case  of  an  assign- 
ment of  a  lease,  then  the  lessor,  without  any  fault  of  his, 
loses  his  remedy  against  the  assignee.] 

Secondly,  the  declaration  is  bad.  This  is  an  action  by  the 
assignee  of  the  reversion ;  but  the  covenant  is  one  which 
does  not  run  with  the  land.  Here  the  covenant  was  made 
with  the  husband  only,  the  husband  and  wife  being  seized 
in  fee  in  right  of  the  wife ;  and  although  the  husband  is  en- 
titled to  take  the  rents,  the  land  would  come  to  the  wife  after 
his  death,  and  upon  her  death  would  descend  to  her  heirs. 
Now,  if  a  covenant  be  made  with  a  party  to  whose  heir  the 
land  would  not  descend,  it  is  a  covenant  in  gross  merely. 
In  Webb  v.  Russell  (c).  Lord  Kenyan  says  :  "  It  is  well  set- 
tled at  common  law,  without  referring  to  the  stat.  32  Hen. 
8,  c.  34,  that  covenants  which  run  with  the  land  will  pass 
to  the  person  to  whom  the  land  descends.'^  Could  the  heir 
or  representatives  of  the  husband  have  sued  in  this  case? 
Certainly  not.  If  the  wife  had  survived,  the  land  would  be 
in  her,  but  the  right  to  sue  on  this  covenant  in  the  hus- 
band and  Cruchley ;  but  it  is  not  a  covenant  running  with 

(a)  9  Ad.  &  Ell.  857 ;  1  P.  &  low  from  the  former  act,  to  the 

D.  629.  discouragement  of  the  natural-bom 

(&)  "  An  Act  for  naturalizing  subjecto  of  this  kingdom,  and  to 

Foreign    Protestants:"  —  repealed  the   detriment  of   the    trade  and 

bj  the  Stat.  10  Anne,  c.  5,  which  wealth  thereof.'* 
recites  *'  that  mischiefs  and  incon-         (c)  3  T.  R.  393. 
tcnieiicet  have  been  found  to  fol- 


184  CA8E8   TN  THB  IXCHEQUEE, 

Exeh,  of  Pleat,  the  land,  unless  the  representative  of  the  wife  conld  sue 

1843.  .. 

upon  it. 


WOOTTOM 
V. 
STBrFIXONC. 


Crompton,  in  reply. — The  breach  averred  in  the  declara- 
tion is  a  breach  in  the  husband's  lifetime.  Now  he  had 
the  legal  estate  during  his  life,  and,  while  he  lived,  was  the 
proper  reversioner ;  and  the  plaintiflFs  have  a  right  to  de- 
clare upon  it  as  a  covenant  with  him,  he  having  an  estate  at 
the  time  when  it  was  made.  There  was  privity  of  estate 
between  the  husband  and  the  lessee,  at  least  during  the  life 
of  the  husband  and  wife.  The  lease  of  husband  and  wife 
is  the  lease  of  the  husband,  and  the  covenants  may  be  with 
both  or  with  him  only.  During  their  lives  the  husband 
may  treat  it  as  his  own  demise.  [Parke^  B. — ^No  doubt 
your  argument  is  right,  if  he  had  demised  for  his  own  in- 
terest alone,  and  taken  the  covenant  to  himself;  but  he 
demises  for  his  own  interest  and  during  the  life  of  his 
wife.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a  demise  by  several  joint  ten- 
ants, and  a  covenant  with  one  only.]  \Peacock. — Besides, 
there  is  no  allegation  that  the  breach  was  committed  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  wife.]  She  would  be  taken  to  be  living, 
except  on  special  demurrer :  see  the  21  Jac.  1,  c.  13,  s.  2, 
and  4  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  2.  \Parhe,  B. — Again,  this  is  a  de- 
mise of  two  undivided  interests,  of  which  the  parties  are 
tenants  in*common,  and  it  is  a  joint  covenant  with  both ; 
will  that  run  with  the  reversion  ?  It  does  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  lease  that  they  have  separate  interests, 
otherwise  the  covenant  might  be  construed  to  be  a  sepa- 
rate covenant  with  each  in  respect  of  his  separate  in- 
terest. Therefore  this  is  a  joint  contract  with  two ;  and 
though  their  estates  are  separate,  we  cannot  look  out  of 
the  lease  for  that  fact.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  whether  the  interest  was  joint  or  several ; 
at  least  in  respect  of  a  moiety.  [Parke,  B. — There  is  a 
case  before  Patteson,  J.,  of  Fryer  v.  Coombs  (a),  in  which  it 
was  held  that,  in  debt  for  rent  by  the  assignee  of  a  rever- 

(fl)  4P.  &D,  119,  n. 
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sion  for  the  life  of  a  third  person^  it  must  appear  by  some  ^*ch.  o/pum, 

necessary  ta^licaiioH  that  the  cestui  que  vie  was  alive  when  v^lf^fl^ 
the  rent  accrued  due  (a).     You  had  better  look  into  the      Wootton 

authorities,  and  mention  the  case  again.]  STEFFB2«oNr. 

The  case  accordingly  stood  over  for  this  purpose^  and  on 
the  next  paper  day  (November  22),  Crompton  applied  for 
and  obtained  leave  to  amend  the  declaration  without  costs, 
by  introducing  an  averment  that  the  breach  occurred  in 
the  lifetime  of  the  wife. 

Leave  to  amend  accordingly. 

(a)  And  see  1  Saund.  235  a,  n.  (8). 


Snelgrovb  v.  Smart  and  Others. 


Nov.  2J. 


T 


HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  defendants,  The  Bradford 
who  were  commissioners  of  the  Court  of  Requests  for  the  aueita  Act,  9 
handred  of  Bradford,  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  appointed  ^^^''t'j^^J^' 
under  the  Bradford  &c.  Court  of  Requests  Act,  47  Geo.  3,  if  »n  any  action 
c.  xxxix^  for  seizing  the  plaintiff's  goods,  to  which  the  de-  person  for  any 
fendants  pleaded  not  guilty  by  statute.  The  defendant  pu^"Lt.Te*of* 
Smart  obtained  a  verdict,  not  being  proved  to  have  been  a  '^®  *<^.^^^®  ,, 

'  .7  plaintiff  should 

party  to  the  order  of  the  commissioners  under  which  the  become  non- 
plaintiff's  goods  were  taken ;  against  the  other  defendants  tinue,  or  if,  on 
the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.     On  taxation,  the  Master  al-  ;;„':;J;:'J„ag. 

ment  should 
be  given  against  him,  be  should  pay  treble  costs.  A  subsequent  act  (47  Geo.  3,  c.  xxxix), 
vbereby  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  enlarged,  and  the  provisions  of  the  former  act  were 
incorporated,  unlrss  where  otherwise  provided,  enacted,  that,  if  any  action  should  be  brought 
tgain«t  any  person  for  anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the  former  act,  or  of  that  act,  without 
fourteen  days*  notice  of  action,  or  more  than  six  months  after  the  fact  committed,  or  elsewhere 
thiD  iou^be  county  of  Wi)t«,  &c.,  the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendant;  and  that  upon  such 
verdict,  or  if  the  plaintiff  should  become  nonsuit,  or  discontinue  the  action  after  appearance,  or 
judgment  should  be  given  on  demurrer  for  the  defendant,  the  defendant  should  recover  costs :^- 
Hddf  that  the  words  "such  verdict,"  in  thi^  clause,  meant  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  generally, 
ind  not  a  Terdict  for  the  defendant  for  defect  of  the  matters  of  form  therein  mentioned  ;  that, 
therefore,  the  corresponding  clause  oi  the  3  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  was  repealed  thereby,  and  the  defend- 
tnt,  on  a  verdict  for  him  upon  the  merits,  was  entitled  to  recover  single  costs  only. 
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eat,  lowed  treble  costs  to  the  defendant  Smarts  nnder  the  stat. 

^     3  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  s.  31.     Jervis,  for  the  plaintiff,  had  obtained 

E     a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  review  his 

taxation,  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  36th  section  of  the 

later  act,  (47  Geo.  3,  c.  xxxix),  the  enactment  as  to  treble 

costs  in  the  3  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  was  repealed. 

Butt  now  shewed  cause. — The  jurisdiction  is  given  to 
these  commissioners  by  the  8th  section  of  the  first  act,  which 
is  entitled  "  An  Act  for  the  more  easy  and  speedy  recovery 
of  small  debts  within  the  hundreds  of  Bradford,  Melk- 
sham,  and  Whorlsdown,  in  the  county  of  Wilts.  That  sec- 
tion enables  persons  having  any  debt  or  debts  not  exceed- 
ing the  sum  of  40^.  due  to  them  from  any  person  inhabiting 
or  residing  within  the  hundreds  aforesaid,  or  trading  or 
dealing  or  seeking  a  livelihood  therein,  to  apply  to  the  Court 
for  a  summons  against  the  debtor,  upon  proof  of  the  service 
of  which  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to  make  due 
inquiry  concerning  such  demand,  and  pronounce  final  judg- 
ment therein.  Then  s.  31  enacts,  that  if,  in  any  action  or 
suit  "  brought  against  any  person  or  persons  for  any  mat- 
ter or  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  that  act,  the  plaintiff  or 
plaintiffs  shall  become  nonsuit,  or  discontinue  such  action 
or  suit,  or  if,  upon  a  verdict  or  demurrer,  judgment  shall 
be  given  against  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  the  defendant 
or  defendants  shaU  and  may  recover  treble  costs/'  and  have 
such  remedies  for  the  same  as  defendants  have  in  other 
cases  by  law.  By  the  subsequent  act,  (47  Geo.  8,  c.  xxxix), 
the  provisions  of  the  former  act  were  extended  to  certain 
other  parishes  and  places  in  the  county  of  Wilts,  the  num- 
ber of  the  commissioners  was  enlarged,  and  their  powers 
were  extended  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  debts  not  ex- 
ceeding £6,  and  to  actions  of  trover,  trespass,  and  detinue. 
Sect.  37  incorporates  the  provisions  of  the  former  act,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  they  were  not  thereby  expressly  repealed  or 
otherwise  provided  for.     And  s.  86  (on  which  the  present 
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question  arises)  enacts^  ''that  no  action  or  suit  shall  be  Bxeh.  of  PUtu, 
commenced  against  any  person  or  persons  for  anything  '  ^ 

done  in  pursuance  of  the  said  recited  act,  or  of  this  act,    Snelgrovb 
after  six  calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  committed ;       Smart. 
and  every  such  action  or  suit  shall  be  tried  in  the  county 
of  Wilts,  and  not  elsewhere ;  and  if  any  such  action  or  suit 
shall  be  brought  before  fourteen  days'  notice  shall  have 
been  given,  or  after  sufficient  satisfaction  made  or  tendered, 
or  after  the  time  limited  for  bringing  the  same  as  aforesaid, 
or  shall  be  brought  in  any  other  county  than  as  aforesaid, 
then  and  in  every  such  case  the  jury  shall  find  for  the  de- 
fendant or  defendants ;  and  upon  stick  verdict,  or  if  the 
plaintiff  shall  be  nonsuited,  or  discontinue  his  action  and 
suit  after  the  defendant  or  defendants  shall  have  appeared 
thereto,  or  if  upon  demurrer  judgment  shall  be  given  against 
such  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the 
defendant  or  defendants  shall  recover  costs/^  &c.     This 
section,  therefore,  applies  only  to  sttch  verdicts  as  are  men* 
tioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  it,  viz.  verdicts  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  ground  of  the  neglect  of  any  of  the  formal 
requisites  therein  stated;  that  is,   of  the  action  being 
brought  without  the  requisite  notice,  or  after  tender  of 
amends,  or  aft;er  the  time  limited,  or  in  the  wrong  county. 
It  does  not  apply  to  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the 
merits,  but  leaves  the  former  enactment,  giving  treble  costs 
in  that  case,  untouched.    The  first  act  gives  treble  costs  on 
every  verdict  for  a  defendant ;  the  second  act  limits  them, 
in  cases  only  of  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  for  defects  of 
form,  to  single  costs.     This  is  a  reasonable  and  just  con- 
struction of  the  statutes.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  do  not 
see  why  the  words  *^  such  verdict ''  should  be  so  restricted ; 
"such  verdict "  means  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.]    "  Such 
verdict ''  must  surely  mean  the  verdict  for  the  defendant 
immediately  before  mentioned.     It  is  a  general  rule  of 
construction,  that  affirmative  words  in  a  later  statute  do 
not  repeal  a  former,  unless  there  be  something  wholly  in- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  consistent  in  the  provisions  of  the  two  statutes :  Rex  t. 

1843.  D-         /  \ 

w  Fmney  (a). 

Snblqrovb 
r. 

Sif  AmT.  Jervis,  contra. — The  question  is^  whether  this  is  not  a 

matter  "  otherwise  provided  for "  than  by  the  first  act, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  d7th  section.  The  words 
''such  verdict'^  are  equivocal;  they  may  mean  either  a 
verdict  for  any  of  the  technical  defects  before  mentioned, 
or  a  verdict  found  for  the  defendant^  generally ;  and  we 
must  look  to  the  rest  of  the  clause  to  ascertain  which  con- 
struction is  to  be  put  upon  them.  Now^  can  it  be  supposed 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  repeal  that  branch  of  the 
8  Oeo.  3,  c.  19,  s.  31,  which  relates  to  judgment  for  the 
defendant  on  demurrer,  but  to  leave  that  part  as  to  judg- 
ment on  a  verdict  unrepealed  ?  Again,  according  to  the 
construction  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  where  the 
plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action  at  all,  and  is  therefore 
nonsuited,  he  is  to  pay  single  costs  only ;  but  if  he  have  a 
prim&  facie  case,  which  is  answered  by  the  defendant,  who 
therefore  obtains  a  verdict,  he  is  to  pay  treble  costs.  It  is 
plain,  therefore,  that  the  matter  of  costs  is  by  the  second 
act  ''  otherwise  provided  for,''  and  the  first  act  is  not,  as  to 
this  matter,  incorporated  into  it. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  the  construction  put  by 
Mr.  Jervis  upon  this  act  of  Parliament  is  the  right  one. 
The  words  "  such  verdict "  have  undoubtedly  some  ambi- 
guity, but  I  think  they  may  most  reasonably  be  construed 
as  meaning  a  verdict  given  by  the  jury  for  the  defendant, 
and  that  they  were  not  meant  to  be  restricted  to  the  par- 
ticular cases  before  mentioned,  some  of  which  are  men- 
tioned also  in  the  first  act. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  think  the 
(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  322 ;  3  D.  &  R.  578. 
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36th  section  of  the  new  act  meant  to  provide  for  all  the  cases  Exch.  of  puat, 
which  had  been  provided  for  by  the  corresponding  clause  ^  ^^^' 
of  the  old  act ;  and  bj  construing  "  such  verdict "  to  mean 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  we  give  it  that  effect^  and  make 
the  two  clauses  uniform :  whereas,  if  we  construe  the  words 
as  applying  only  to  the  cases  of  those  technical  defects 
previously  mentioned  in  the  act,  the  incongruity  is  intro* 
doced  which  has  been  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Jervis. 

Gurnet^  B.,  and  Rolfs^  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


CaBLON  t;.  KeNEALT.  Jf0p^  22. 

A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  Where  a  pro- 

promissory  note.    The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend-  ^y^u  by  '  " 

ant  on  Sec.  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  de-  i""*^™!"^*' 

Kvered  the  same  to  T.  C,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  the  condition,  that 

on  default 

said  T.  C,  or  order,  62/.  10^.,  by  two  equal  instalments,  being  made  in 
on  the  1st  of  May,  1843,  and  the  1st  of  November,  1843,  g^^Sfmlnl 
and  that  the  whole  amount,  52/.  10*.,  should  become  im-  ^^«  ^^^^^^  „ 

amount  shall 

mediately  payable  on  default  being  made  in  payment  of  become  imme- 
the  first  instalment.    The  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  noteilla-^* 
T.  a  indorsed  the  note  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  3*^\^  ^*J["^ 
made  default  in  payment  of  the  first  instalment,  and  that  Anne,  c.  9, 

and  on  default 

he  had  not  paid  the  amount  of  the  note.  being  made  by 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that,  the  second  instal-  payment^oHhe 

mcnt  on  the  said  promissory  note  being  made  payable  by  ^^}  instalment, 

*  •'  °  ^  ''  •'an  indorser  ib 

way  of  condition  and  penalty  immediately  on  default  in  liable  for  the 

.  whole  amount 

payment  of  the  first  mstalment,  the  note  was  not  made 
according  to  the  custom  of  merchants  with  regard  to  in- 
land bills  of  exchange,  and  consequently  the  title  thereto, 
and  the  right  of  action  thereon,  could  not  pass  by  indorse- 
ment.— Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Exch.  o/PUas,  Lush,  m  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  question  jn  this 
'  ^  case  is,  whether  a  note  in  this  form  is  assignable  within 
Carlon  the  Stat  3  &  4  Anne,  c.  9.  There  is  no  case  directly  in 
Kbnealt.  point,  and  the  Court  therefore  has  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion on  general  principles.  Now,  it  is  the  essential  charac- 
teristic of  a  negotiable  instrument,  that  the  rights  and 
liabilities  of  the  several  parties  to  it  shall  be  the  same  in 
their  nature,  subject  only  to  differences  in  degree.  This 
Court  has  undoubtedly  decided  already  that  a  promissory 
note  payable  by  instalments  is  good,  and  that  the  days  of 
grace  are  to  be  allowed  on  it :  Oridge  t.  Sherborne  (a).  But 
this  is  a  different  case.  Here,  by  the  terms  of  the  note, 
the  whole  amount  is  to  become  payable  on  default  being 
made  in  payment  of  the  first  instalment.  Does  the  original 
three  days'  grace  apply  to  that  payment  of  the  whole 
amount,  the  payment  of  the  second  instalment  being  by 
the  contract  accelerated  in  that  event  ?  If  there  be  no  de- 
fault in  payment  of  the  first  instalment,  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  three  days'  grace  on  the  second :  if  he  makes 
default,  is  he  to  have  the  same  privilege?  If  so,  the 
declaration  would  be  bad  for  not  averring  presentment, 
the  second  payment  being  in  the  nature  of  a  forfeiture. 
[Parke,  B. — No ;  he  must  take  care  to  pay  the  first  instal* 
ment  when  due,  and  if  he  makes  default  in  doing  so,  he 
contracts  to  pay  the  whole.]  Then  what  is  the  liability  of 
the  indorser  ? — is  heiiable  in  such  case  to  the  payment  of 
the  whole  ?  or  ought  he  not  to  have  the  same  opportunity 
of  paying  the  first  instalment,  and  saving  the  forfeiture,  as 
the  maker  had  ?  His  contract  is  to  pay  each  instalment 
as  it  becomes  due,  if  the  maker  does  not ;  but  he  has  no 
opportunity  of  paying  the  first  and  saving  the  forfeiture. 
\Parke,  B. — Nor  has  the  indorser  of  a  bill  ever  any  oppor- 
tunity of  paying  by  the  acceptor.]  But  there  he  knows 
what  he  has  to  pay ;  here  there  is  a  different  contract  as  to 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.374. 
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the  maker  and  the  indorser.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^No;   ExeK  o/Pietu^ 

the  indorser  promisea  that  the  maker  shall  pay  the  first     ^  1843. 

instalment^  or,  if  he  does  not,  that  he  shall  pay  the  whole. 

Parke,  B. — He  is  responsible  for  the  maker's  performing 

the  whole  of  his  contract.]     The  accelerated  payment  of 

the  second  instalment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  for 

which  subsequent  parties  cannot  be  liable.     The  liability 

of  the  indorser  ought  not  to  be  made  to  depend  upon  a 

contingency  arising  upon  the  act  of  the  maker :  it  is  of 

the  essence  of  such  an  instrument  that  every  party  to  it 

shall  know  what  amount  he  is  to  provide  for. 

Hance,  contrit,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Abingeb^  C.  B. — Suppose  the  case  of  a  note  pay- 
able ten  days  after  sight — there  the  subsequent  parties  do 
not  know  when  they  are  to  be  called  upon.  I  think  there 
is  no  ground  for  saying  the  defendant  is  not  liable. 

Parke,  B. — ^Now,  to  hold  that  actions  could  not  be 
maintained  upon  such  notes  as  this,  would  be  to  impugn 
all  the  established  practice.  Almost  every  note  payable 
by  instalments  has  such  a  condition.  It  is  not  a  contin- 
gency— it  depends  on  the  act  of  the  maker  himself;  and 
on  his  default,  it  becomes  a  promissory  note  for  the  whole 
amount.  The  point  was  in  effect  determined  in  Oridge  v. 
Sherborne. 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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B*eh.  >^  Pleat, 
1843. 

Nov.  22. 

In  trespass  for 
seizing  the 
plainiiflTs 
goods,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded 
a  Judgment 
recovered  by 
C.  against  Y,, 
and  a  fieri 
fiicias  sued  out 
thereon,  direct- 
ed to  the 
defendant  as 
sheriff,  com- 
manding him  to 
levy  on  the 
goods  of  F.,  by 
virtue  of  which 
the  defendant 
seized  and  took 
in  execution 
"  the  naid  goods 
and  chattels  of 
the  said  F.," 
quae  est  eadem : 
Held  bad  on 
demurrer. 

In  trespass 
de  bonis  aspor- 
tatis,  a  plea 
denying  that 
the  goods  are 
the  plaintiff's 
puts  in  issue 
the  property 
in,  as  well  as 
the  poesesnon 
of,  the  goods. 


Harrison  v.  Dixon^  Esq. 

X  RESPASS  for  seizing  and  taking  certain  goods^  cattle^ 
chattels^  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff. 

Plea,  that  before  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  one  T.  Cooper  recovered  against  one  J.  Ford,  in  the 
Court  of  our  lady  the  Queen  &c.,  by  the  consideration  and 
judgment  of  the  said  Court,  a  certain  debt  of  £60,  and  also 
48/.  lOs,  costs,  which  in  and  by  the  said  Court  were  ad- 
judged to  the  said  T.  Cooper  and  with  his  assent,  for  his 
damages  which  he  had  sustained,  as  well  by  occasion  of  the 
detaining  the  said  debt,  as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by 
him  about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  whereof  the 
said  J.  Ford  was  convicted  (prout  patet  per  recordum) : 
that  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit, 
on  &c.,  the  said  judgment  then  being  in  full  force,  and  the 
said  debt  and  damages  remaining  unpaid  and  unsatisfied, 
the  said  T.  Cooper,  on  the  10th  day  of  April,  1843,  for 
obtaining  satisfaction  thereof,  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of 
the  said  Court  of  our  lady  the  Queen  &c.  a  certain  writ 
of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  called  a  fieri  facias,  directed 
to  the  sheriff  of  Cheshire,  by  which  said  writ  our  said 
lady  the  Queen  commanded  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  J.  Ford,  in  the  said  sheriff's  bailiwick,  he  should 
cause  to  be  levied  the  debt  and  damages  as  aforesaid,  and 
that  he  should  have  that  money  before  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  at  Westminster  aforesaid,  immediately  after  the 
execution  thereof,  to  render  to  the  said  T.  Cooper  for  his 
damages  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  sheriff  should  have 
there  then  that  writ ;  which  said  writ  afterwards,  and  before 
the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  sheriff  as  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on  &c.,  was  duly  indorsed  with  a  direction 
to  the  said  sheriff  to  levy  108/.  19^.,  with  interest  thereon, 
as  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  besides  1/.  10^.  for  fieri  facias 
and  warrant,  also  sheriff's  poundage,  oflScer's  fees,  and  all 
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other  incidental  expenses;  and  which  said  writ,  so  indorsed,  £rdk.  rfPUtu, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  said  execution  thereof,  to  wit,  ^  ^^^ 
cm  &€.,  was  delivered  to  the  now  defendant,  who  then  and 
from  thence  until  and  at  and  after  the  execution  of  the  said 
writ,  was  the  sheriff  of  the  said  county  of  Chester,  to  be 
executed  in  due  form  of  law ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  writ, 
the  defendant,  so  being  the  sheriff  of  Chester  aforesaid, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  return  of  the  said  writ,  and  at 
die  said  time  when,  &c.,  did  seize  and  take  in  execution 
the  9aid  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  J.  Ford,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  levying  the  monies  so  directed  to  be  levied  by  the 
said  indorsement  on  the  said  writ,  and  by  the  said  warrant, 
as  aforesaid,  and  did  then,  by  sale  thereof,  levy  a  certain 
mm  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  j£100,  part  and  parcel  of 
the  debt  and  damages,  costs  and  charges,  as  aforesaid,  as  he 
lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid ;  widch  are  the  said 
9eteral  alleged  trespasses  whereof  the  plaintiff  hath  above 
complained  against  the  defendant. — Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  said  plea 
amounts  to  the  general  issue,  or  to  an  argumentative  tra- 
verse that  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned were  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
gives  no  colour  of  title  to  the  plaintiff,  and  should  have 
been  pleaded  by  way  of  a  direct  denial  that  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  were  the  plaintiff  ^s  at  the  time  when  &c. :  and 
also  for  that  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendant 
did  seize  and  take  in  execution  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  said  J.  Ford,  is  unintelligible  and  ambiguous,  inas- 
much as  no  particuiar  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  J. 
Pord  are  previously  mentioned  in  the  plea  or  declaration  ; 
&Qd  if  the  defendant  means  thereby  that  he  took  the  goods 
uid  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  he  should  have 
averred  directly  that  they  were  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
J«  Ford  at  the  said  time  when  &c. :  and  for  that  the  aver- 
ment in  the  plea,  '^  which  are  the  said  several  alleged  tres- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  passcs,  of  which  the  plaintiff  hath  above  thereof  com- 
^  1843.  ^     plained/'  is  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with  the  fore- 
HAmaisoN     going  allegations  of  the  plea,  or  is  at  least  only  an  argu- 
DixoN.       mentative  and  not  a  direct  allegation  that  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  J.  Ford :  and  also  for  that  the  plea 
does  not  traverse,  nor  confess  and  avoid,  the  trespasses  as 
to  the  cattle  or  effects  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  nor 
even  as  to  the  goods  and  chattels  therein  mentioned,  and 
leaves  the  declaration  wholly  unanswered,  as  to  the  tres- 
passes to  the  cattle  and  effects  therein  mentioned. — Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

Welsby,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  is  clearly 
bad.  It  does  not  admit  a  conversion;  or  if  it  does,  it 
amounts  to  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  plaintiff's 
possession ;  it  gives  no  colour  to  the  plaintiff;  it  does  not 
even  contain  a  direct  allegation  that  the  goods  seized  were 
the  goods  of  Ford. — He  was  stopped  by  the  Court,  who 
called  on 

Atkinson  to  support  the  plea.  —The  plea  is  good  by  way 
of  confession  and  avoidance.  The  question  depends  on 
the  effect  of  the  plea  of  "  not  possessed,''  in  such  an  action. 
Here  the  plea  admits  an  actual  possession  of  the  goods 
seized  in  the  plaintiff,  but  alleges  that  they  were  the  goods 
of  Ford,  against  whom  the  execution  issued ;  and  it  con- 
cludes with  an  averment  of  quae  est  eadem.  [Lord  Abin- 
ger^  C.  B. — It  seems  to  be  a  contradiction  in  terms ;  the 
defendant  says  that  he  seized  the  goods  of  another  man, 
which  is  the  same  seizure  that  the  plaintiff  complains  of  in 
respect  to  his  goods.]  In  an  action  of  trespass,  the  plea  of 
^*  not  possessed  "  does  not  put  in  issue  the  property  in  the 
goods,  but  only  the  fact  of  possession ;  in  the  present  case, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  must  have  obtained  a  verdict  on  that 
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[4ea,  because  he  had  the  possession,  though  the  property   Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
was  in  another.    In  the  late  case  of  Whittington  v.  BoxaU  (a),     ^   ^^^'  ^ 
which  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering      HAmRisoK 
the  plaintiff's  close  called  the  garden,  and  gathering  his        Dix'oit. 
firuit,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  close,  trees, 
and  fruit  were  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  the  Court 
of  Queen^s  Bench,  after  full  consideration,  held  that  the 
plea  put  in  issue  the  possession  only,  and  not  the  title  to 
the  close.     [Parke,  B. — The  case  of  Pumell  v.  Young  (b)  is 
a  decision  of  this  Court  to  the  contrary.     But  in  truth  the 
case  of  Whittington  v.  Boxall  has  no  application  to  the  pre- 
sent case,  which  is  an  action  for  a  trespass  to  goods :  here 
the  only  question  is,  whether  it  can  be  any  justification 
for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods,  to  shew  that  a  writ  issued 
against  the  goods  of  another  person.]     It  must  be  con- 
ceded, that,  if  Pumell  v.  Young  be  still  law,  this  plea  cannot 
be  supported ;  but  that  case  seems  to  have  been  overruled 
by  WJiittington  v.  Boxall. 

Parke,  B. — The  defendant  should  have  denied  that  they 
were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  The  doctrine  laid  down  by 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Whittington  v. 
BoxaU  is  applicable  to  land,  and  not  to  goods.  How  can  a 
defendant  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  to  goods,  except  by 
denying  his  possession  ?  there  is  no  plea  of  liberum  tene- 
mentum  in  such  a  case.  This  Court  and  the  Court  of 
Qaeen^s  Bench  have  certainly  come  to  a  different  decision 
on  the  same  point ;  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having 
held  that  there  ought  to  be  a  special  plea  in  order  to 
dispute  the  plaintiff's  title,  as  distinguished  from  his  mere 
possession  :  we  have  thought  differently.  Before  the  New 
Rules,  the  general  issue,  not  guilty,  put  in  issue  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  because  under  that  plea  the  defendant  might 
dispute  both  the  fact  of  the  trespass,  and  also  the  fact  that 

(a)  12  Liiw  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  318.  {h)  '^  M.  &  W.  288. 
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Etch,  tf  Pleat,  it  was  committed  on  the  plaintiff's  close.    Now^  the  plea 

denying  the  close  to  be  the  plaintiff's  is  a  denial  of  his 
title  to  the  same  extent  as  he  would  have  been  obliged  to 
prove  it  under  the  general  issue.  In  this  case^  however, 
the  complaint  is^  that  the  defendant  took  the  plaintiff's 
goods  j  if  they  are  not  the  plaintiff's  goods^  the  defendant 
should  have  traversed  that  allegation. 


HARmiSON 
V, 

Dixon. 


Lord  Abingek,  C.  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Nov.  15. 


SoRSBiE  and  Others  v.  Park. 


Special  case.—    X  HIS  was  an   action  of  covenant,  tried  at  the  N< 
i?c^™^nt°°'  thumberland  Summer  Assizes,  1842,  when  a  verdict 

stated,  that  the 
defendant  and 

others  having  formed  a  scheme  for  erecting,  by  subscription,  a  corn-market  at  Newcastle^o]^  ^on« 
Tyne,  executed  a  deed-poll,  whereby  they  did,  for  themselves  severally  and  respectivelyt  cc^ts* 
nant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  each  other  to  advance  and  pay  the  several  sums  of  mo  "wrmef 
subscribed  and  placed  opposite  their  respective  names,  for  erecting  the  corn-market,  subject,  to 
such  alterations  as  should  be  thought  convenient  by  the  general  committee  appointed  by  the  ^ai^- 
scribers,  within  four  years,  and  also  to  make  such  payments  in  respect  of  the  said  shares  as 
should  be  deemed  expedient  by  such  committee ;  and  the  said  subscribers  and  the  defendant  <1M 
for  themselves  severally  and  respectively,  and  for  their  respective  executors  and  administ>«C0ii, 
severally  promise  and  agree  with  the  plaintijff'e,  in  case  of  the  default  of  such  committee  to  requ/fe 
such  payments  within  four  years,  then  to  make  such  payments  unto  such  persons  and  in  soci 
proportions  as  should  be  required  by  the  plaintiffs.     It  then  averred  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
subscribe  any  sum  of  money,  but  became  parties  to  the  deed,  in  order  that,  in  case  of  the  deftolt 
of  the  committee  to  require  such  payments  within  four  years,  they  might  receive  or  appoint 
such  payments  from  the  subscribers,  on  behalf  of  the  mayor,  &c. ;  that  the  defandant  mb* 
scribed  to  the  deed  for  the  sum  of  £500 ;  that  the  committee  made  default  in  requiring  the 
shareholders  and  the  defendant  to  make  any  payment  within  four  years:  wherefore  the  plidn* 
tiffs,  after  the  said  four  years,  required  the  defendant  to  pay  ;^150  in   respect  of  his  shares. 
Breach,  the  non-payment  thereof.    The  Court  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the  deed-poll ;  and, 
on  reference  to  it,  it  appeared  that  the  covenant  was  by  the  subscribers  to  and  with  each  otkiTf 
and  to  and  with  the  plaintiffs : — Held,  that  this  was  prim d  facie  a  joint  covenant  with  the 
subscribers  and  the  plaintiffs,  and  not  a  several  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  alone ;  secondly, 
that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  deed  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  separate  interest,  and  that  the 
subscribers  and  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  sued  jointly. 

Where  the  words  of  a  covenant  are  expressly  joint,  it  will  be  so  construed,  although  the 
interest  may  be  several,  and  vice  vers&;  but  where  the  words  are  ambiguous  in  this  respect, 
they  may  be  construed  to  be  joint  or  several,  according  to  ihe  interest. 
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Exch.  of  PUat,  thereto  of  the  first  part,  should  and  would,  within  the  space 
1843.         ^f  f^^^  years  from  the  date  thereof,  make,  erect,  ftc.  a 
coyered  corn-market  or  corn-exchange,  with  avenues  and 
approaches  thereto,  and  also  should  and  would,  as  soon  u 
conveniently  might  be  after  the  making  and  erecting  d 
the  said  corn-market  or  corn-exchange,  sell  and  convey  thi    -| 
same,  and  the  freehold  and  inheritance  thereof,  unto  and     4 
to  the  use  of  the  said  mayor  and  burgesses,  and  their  sue-     ^ 
cessors,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of  £5000.     [Then  fol>      z 
lowed  a  covenant,  by  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common      >| 
coimcil,  and  the  mayor  and  burgesses,  to  purchase  the  nii     J^ 
corn-market  at  the  said  sum  of  £5000.]     And  whereti 
the  covenants  and  agreements  so  entered  into  by  the  siid     -.v 
parties  thereto  of  the  said  first  part  were  so  entered  into      '■■" 
by  them  for  and  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  others,  the 
subscribers  thereinafter  mentioned :  and  whereas,  also,  for 
carrying  into  efi'ect  the  said  scheme,  by  a  certain  deed-poll 
of  even  date  with  the  said  articles,  the  several  persons 
whose  hands  and  seals  were  thereunto  subscribed  (of  whom 
the  defendant  was  one,  and  the  said  T.  F.,  T.  D.,  J.  C.  A.) 
J.  B.  F.,  and  T.  A.,  were  others)  did,  for  themselves  severaXtf 
and  respectively,  and  for  their  respective  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  thereby  severally  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  to  and  with  each  oilier,  and  the  executors,  admini- 
strators, and  assigns  of  each  other  respectively,  to  advance 
and  pay  the  several  sums  of  money  respectively  subscribed 
and  placed  opposite  their  respective  names,  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  a  corn-market  in  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  subject 
to  such  alterations  as  should  be  thought  convenient  by  the 
general  committee  for  the  time  being  appointed  by  the 
subscribers,  and  also  to  complete  the  said  corn-market 
within  four  years,  and  also  to  make  such  payments  in 
respect  of  the  said  several  and  respective  shares  as  should 
be  deemed  expedient  by  such  committee;   and  the  said 
several  persons  whose  hands  and  seals  were  so  to  the  said 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  it  was  Committed  on  the  plaintiff  ^s  close.    Now,  the  plea 

denying  the  close  to  be  the  plaintiff's  is  a  denial  of  his 
title  to  the  same  extent  as  he  would  have  been  obliged  to 
prove  it  under  the  general  issue.  In  this  case,  however, 
the  complaint  is,  that  the  defendant  took  the  plaintiff's 
goods ;  if  they  are  not  the  plaintiff's  goods^  the  defendant 
should  have  traversed  that  allegation. 


Harrison 

V. 

Dixon. 


Lord  Abingek,  C.  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Nov.  15. 


SoRSBiE  and  Others  v.  Park. 


Special  case.—    X  HIS  was  an   action  of  covenant,  tried  at   the  Nor- 
lalovenant^^'^*  thumbcrland  Summer  Assizes,  1842,  when  a  verdict  was 

stated,  that  the 
defendant  and 

others  having  formed  a  scheme  for  erecting,  by  subscription,  a  corn-market  at  Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne,  executed  a  deed-poll,  whereby  they  did,  for  themselves  severally  and  respectively,  cove- 
nant, promise,  and  agree  io  and  with  each  other  to  advance  and  pay  the  several  sums  of  money 
subscribed  and  placed  opposite  their  respective  names,  for  erecting  the  corn-market,  subject  to 
such  alterations  as  should  be  thought  convenient  by  the  general  committee  appointed  by  the  sub- 
scribers, within  four  years,  and  also  to  make  such  payments  in  respect  of  the  said  shares  as 
should  be  deemed  expedient  by  such  committee ;  and  the  said  subscribers  and  the  defendant  didt 
for  themselves  severally  and  respectively,  and  for  their  respective  executors  and  administrators, 
severally  promise  and  agree  with  the  plaintiffsj  in  case  of  the  default  of  such  committee  to  require 
such  payments  within  four  years,  then  to  make  such  payments  unto  such  persons  and  in  such 
proportions  as  should  be  required  by  the  plaintiffs.  It  then  averred  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
subscribe  any  sum  of  money,  but  became  parties  to  the  deed,  in  order  that,  in  case  of  the  defimlt 
of  the  committee  to  require  such  payments  within  four  years,  they  might  receive  or  appoint 
such  payments  from  the  subscribers,  on  behalf  of  the  mayor,  &c. ;  that  the  deftndant  sub- 
scribed to  the  deed  fur  the  sura  of  j^500 ;  that  the  committee  made  default  in  requiring  the 
shareholders  and  the  defendant  to  make  any  payment  within  four  years :  wherefore  the  plain- 
tiffs, after  the  said  four  years,  required  the  defendant  to  pay  £\bO  in  respect  of  his  shares. 
Breach,  the  non-payment  thereof.  The  Court  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the  deed-poll ;  and, 
on  reference  to  it,  it  appeared  that  the  covenant  was  by  the  subscribers  to  and  with  each  othtr, 
and  to  and  with  the  plaintiffs : — Held,  that  this  was  primd  facie  a  joint  covenant  with  the 
subscribers  and  the  plaintiffs,  and  not  a  several  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  alone ;  secondly, 
that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  deed  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  separate  interest,  and  that  the 
subscribers  and  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  sued  Jointly. 

Where  the  words  of  a  covenant  are  expressly  Joint,  it  will  be  so  construed,  although  the 
interest  may  be  several,  and  vice  versft ;  but  where  the  words  are  ambiguous  in  this  respect, 
they  may  be  construed  to  be  Joint  or  several,  according  to  the  interest. 
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found  for  the  plaintiffs  on  all  the  issues^  subject  to  the  ^ch.  o/putu, 
opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  special  case : — 

The  declaration  stated^  that  whereas^  after  the  passing 
of  a  local  act  of  Parliament,  26  Greo.  3,  intituled  "  An  Act 
for  widening,  &c.  the  streets  and  other  public  places,  and 
for  opening  new  streets,  markets,  and  passages  within  the 
town  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,'*  &c.,  and  before  the  mak- 
ing of  the  articles  of  agreement  and  deed-poll  therein- 
after mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  a  certain  scheme  was  set 
on  foot  and  entertained  by  divers  persons,  and,  amongst 
others,  by  T.  Featherston,  T.  Doubleday,  J.  C.  Ander- 
son, J.  B.  Featherston,  and  T.  Anderson,  the  defendant, 
the  then  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common  council  of  the 
town  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne  for  the  time  being,  and  the 
mayor  and  burgesses  of  the  same  town,  viz.  a  scheme 
for  erecting  and  completing,  by  subscription,  in  the  same 
town,  a  covered  corn-market  or  corn-exchange,  with  avenues 
and  approaches  thereto,  and  for  the  purchase,  by  the  said 
mayor,  &c,  of  the  same  market  when  erected  and  com- 
pleted: and  whereas,  by  certain  articles  of  agreement 
made  and  entered  into  between  the  said  T.  F.,  T.  D., 
J.  C.  A.,  J.  R.  F.,  and  T.  A.,  being  five  of  the  subscribers, 
of  the  first  part ;  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common  coun- 
cil, of  the  second  part ;  and  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of 
the  said  town,  of  the  third  part ;  it  was  witnessed,  that 
they  the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part,  at  the  request  of 
the  said  mayor,  &;c.,  for  themselves  and  each  and  every  of 
them,  their  and  each  and  every  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally  did,  and  each  of 
them  did,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £5000,  to  be  paid 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,  covenant,  promise,  declare,  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  and  common 
council,  and  their  successors,  and  to  and  with  the  said 
mayor  and  burgesses  and  their  successors,  in  manner  fol- 
lowing, that  is  to  say,  that  they  the  said  persons,  parties 

l2 
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Exch,  ofPteoi,  of  payment  thereinafter  next  mentioned^  to  wit,  on  &c.,  did 
1843.  gj^g  notice  and  require  the  defendant  to  pay,  on  8cc.,  to 
William  Chapman,  Esq.,  at  &c.,  the  sum  of  £150,  for  and 
in  respect  of  his  said  shares,  being  a  call  after  the  rate  of 
£30  per  cent,  upon  his  said  shares,  to  be  applied  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  said  deed,  or  some  of  them. 
Breach,  the  non-payment  thereof  at  the  time  and  place 
mentioned  in  the  notice,  or  at  any  time  since,  to  the  said 
W.  Chapman,  or  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  any  person  on  their 
behalf. 

The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  factum,  and  several  spe- 
cial pleas. 

The  Court  was  to  be  at  liberty  (inter  alia)  to  refer  to 
the  deed-poll  and  the  articles  of  agreement. 

It  was  proved  that  certain  alterations  had  been  made  in 
the  deed  prior  to  its  execution,  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
the  corporation  some  control  in  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract, and  to  facilitate  the  performance  of  the  articles  of 
agreement.  The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  having  been  closed, 
a  verdict  was  taken  for  them,  by  consent,  upon  all  the 
issues,  damages  £150,  subject  to  the  following,  amongst 
other,  objections  on  the  part  of  the  defendant : — That,  as 
to  the  first  issue,  there  was  a  material  variance  between 
the  deed-poll  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  the  instrument 
offered  in  proof;  and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not 
sustain  the  present  action  on  the  deed  offered  in  proof, 
without  joining  other  parties  as  plaintiffs.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the 
verdict  ought  to  have  been  for  the  defendant  upon  the  first 
or  other  issues,  the  verdict  upon  such  issues  or  issue  was 
to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant; 
but  otherwise  the  present  verdict  was  to  stand. 

The  deed-poll  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the  case 
commenced  as  follows : — ^We  whose  hands  and  seals  are 
hereunto  subscribed  and  set,  for  ourselves  severally  and 
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Exeh.  ofPUoi,  several  interests  of  the  grantees^  &c     One  joint  covenant 

shall  be  taken  several  in  respect  of  the  several  interests 
of  the  covenantees/'  In  all  cases  where  the  words  are 
joint,  if  the  interest  be  several,  the  covenant  must  be  taken 
to  be  several.  [Parke,  B. — The  words  are  to  be  construed 
to  be  several,  if  they  are  capable  of  it,  and  the  interest  be 
several ;  but  if  the  words  are  joint,  they  cannot  be  so  con- 
strued. That  is  what  Mr.  Preston  means — ^where  the  words 
are  expressly  joint,  the  interest  being  several  cannot  control 
them.  I  think  you  will  find  no  case  that  goes  so  far  as  to 
say  that  the  deed  can  be  construed  according  to  the  in- 
terest, where  the  words  are  unambiguous,  and  not  capable 
of  more  than  one  meaning.]  Here,  if  the  whole  context  of 
the  deed  be  considered,  the  words  are  not  unambiguous^  and 
there  appears  to  be  a  different  interest  between  the  sub- 
scribers and  the  plaintiffs :  for  although,  as  respects  the  first 
four  years,  the  covenant  of  the  defendant  is  made  jointly 
with  the  other  subscribers,  yet,  after  that  time,  (and  the 
action  is  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  after  the  expiration 
of  the  four  years),  the  covenant  is  with  the  plaintiffs  alone. 
During  the  first  four  years  everything  is  to  be  managed  by 
the  committee  of  subscribers ;  but  after  the  four  years  the 
committee  have  nothing  to  do  with  it,  but  the  money  is  to 
be  paid  to  such  persons  as  shall  be  required  by  the  plain- 
tiffs :  after  that  period  the  interest  of  the  subscribers  ter- 
minates. As,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  four  years,  have  an  interest  distinct  from  that  of  the 
other  subscribers,  the  action  is  properly  brought  by  them 
without  joining  the  other  covenantees.  Effect  cannot  be 
given  to  the  deed-poll,  without  construing  the  interest  to 
be  several.  The  ground  on  which  a  separate  action  can- 
not be  brought  when  the  interest  is  joint  is,  that  several 
actions  might  be  brought  for  one  and  the  same  thing. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Had  not  each  individual  share- 
holder a  joint  interest  in  the  speculation  during  the  whole 
period?]     It  may  or  may  not  be  that  the  subscribers  may 
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leas,  the  four  years,  all  the  subscribers  have  ceased  to  have  an 
^     interest;  it  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  they  may  have  ceased. 
■       The  intention  was,  that  the  plaintiffs  should  be  the  persona 
to  sue  at  the  expiration  of  that  period. 

Kelly,  contrii. — The  plaintiffs  cannot  be  allowed  to  sue 
alone  without  subverting  all  the  principles  which  have  been 
established  by  a  long  course  of  decided  cases.  This  is, 
in  its  very  terms,  a  joint  covenant,  without  any  words  of 
severalty,  or  from  which  a  severance  can  be  implied.  The 
defendant  covenants  with  the  other  subscribers  and  with 
the  plaintiffs;  he  does  not  covenant  with  each  of  them. 
Then,  upon  all  the  authorities  and  principles  which  have 
been  relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs,  how  does  the  question 
of  interest  arise  ?  In  Withers  v.  Bircham,  there  were  clearly 
words  of  severalty.  Besides,  here,  if  it  be  necessary  to 
consider  the  question  of  interest,  the  shareholders  had  just 
as  much  an  interest  as  in  any  covenant  to  be  performed 
within  the  four  years.  [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court.] 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — When  this  case  was  before  us  on 
a  former  occasion  (a),  we  were  anxious  to  have  the  whole 
deed  before  us,  that  we  might  find  out  of  the  four  comers 
of  it,  if  possible,  some  distinct  appearance  of  a  several 
interest,  which  might  authorize  the  construction  Mr.  Temr 
pie  contends  for,  and  therefore  we  desired  it  might  be 
produced  before  us  in  such  a  form  as  to  raise  the  ail- 
ment properly  upon  the  deed.  It  is  now  before  ns,  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  no  part  of  it  points  out  the  certainty, 
or  even  the  probability,  of  a  several  interest  in  the  par- 
ties. I  think  the  rule  is  plain  and  certain,  and  requires 
no  authority ;  it  is  correctly  stated  by  Mr.  Preston  in  the 

(a)  In  Trinity  Term,  1843. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  npon  the  face  of  the  record,  so  that  we  might  give  jadg 
^  ^  ^  ment  upon  it,  or  the  parties,  instead  of  amending,  might 
SoKSBis  have  gone  down  to  trial,  and  raised  the  same  question  upon 
the  plea  of  non  est  factum.  I  think  the  correct  rule  ii 
laid  down  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  of  James  v.  Emery 
with  the  qualification  stated  by  Mr.  Preston,  in  the  note  i: 
Sheppard's  Touchstone,  166.  That  rule  is,  that  a  covena^ 
will  be  construed  to  be  joint  or  several  according  to  tli 
interest  of  the  parties  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  dee^ 
if  the  words  are  capable  of  that  construction;  not  tlxi 
it  will  be  construed  to  be  several  by  reason  of  several  in 
terests,  if  it  be  expressly  joint.  Suppose  there  were  i 
covenant  with  A.  and  B.  jointly,  that  a  certain  thixig 
should  be  done  by  the  covenantor ;  both  of  those  personi 
must  sue.  But  where  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  deed 
that  A.  and  B.  have  several  interests,  they  must  sue  sepu<- 
ately  j  for  though  the  words  be  prim&  facie  joint,  they  wiD 
be  construed  to  be  several,  if  the  interest  of  either  partj 
appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  shall  require  thit 
construction.  That  I  take  to  be  the  true  rule ;  and  there- 
fore, taking  the  law  to  be  as  I  have  stated  it,  with  the 
qualification  annexed  to  it  in  the  note  of  Mr.  PrestoHi 
the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any  interest  appearing  on 
the  deed  to  require  us  to  construe  what  is  prim&  fade  a 
covenant  with  all  the  other  subscribers  and  with  the  three 
plaintiffs,  jointly,  to  be  a  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  only, 
which  is  stated  to  be  its  legal  effect  in  the  declaration. 
Now,  I  cannot  collect  that  they  had  a  separate  interest 
from  all  the  other  subscribers,  either  during  the  first  foui 
years  or  during  the  last  year,  because  during  the  last  yeai 
the  subscribers  had  such  an  interest  as  to  require  the 
other  subscribers  to  pay  towards  carrying  into  effect  the 
purposes  of  the  deed.  Therefore,  the  terms  of  this  instru- 
ment being  a  contract  prima  facie  with  the  plaintiffs  and 
the  other  subscribers  jointly,  there  appears  to  me  to  be  nc 
expression  of  interest  in  the  deed  to  enable  us  to  construe 
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its  terms  otherwise;  and,  consequently,  they  ought  all  to  Etch,  ofPhas, 
have  sued  jointly.  ^   ^^^' 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Cripps  and  Others  v.  William  Davis.  Nov.  16. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  contained  thirteen  counts  To  an  action 
on  promissory  notes  made  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  dorsecs  against 
Thomas  Lediard  or  his  order,  and  indorsed  by  him  to  the  ^^^  ™**^®'  ^{ 

.  ^  •'  seTeral  promis- 

plaintiffs.  The  note  mentioned  in  the  second  count  was  sory  notes,  one 
payable  at  three  months'  date;  all  the  others  were  payable  payable  at  tiiree 
on  demand.    The  notes  declared  on  in  the  first  ten  counts  ^^"thc  others 

on  demand,  tlie 
defendant  pleaded,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  notes,  and  before  the  indorsement  of  any  of  them 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  whilst  T.  L.  (who  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs)  was  the  holder  of  them,  T.  L. 
wu  indebted  to  the  defendant  and  to  J.  D.,  as  executors,  in  a  sum  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
notes,  for  money  lent  by  their  testator,  &c.,  in  which  sum  the  defendant  was  beneficially  inter- 
ested as  residuary  legatee;  and  that,  before  the  indorsement  of  the  notes  to  the  plaintiffs,  and 
while  T.  L.  was  the  bolder,  it  was  agreed  between  him  and  the  defendant  and  J.  D.,  that  the 
tmount  of  the  notes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  should  be  set  off  and  allowed  to  him  out  of 
the  monies  so  due  from  him  to  them,  and  that  the  defendant  and  T.  L.  should  mutually  be  dis- 
charged from  that  amount ;  that  the  notes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  were  thereby  satisfied  and 
discharged;  and  that  they  remained  in  the  possession  of  T.  L.  until  he  indorsed  them  to  the 
;^Qtiffs,  without  the  consent  or  fault  of  the  defendant,  and  T.  L.  indorsed  them  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  plaintiffs  took  them,  after  they  had  been  so  satisfied.  Replication  thereto,  that  the 
notes  were  not  satisfied  and  discharged  as  in  the  plea  mentioned : — Heldt  after  Terdict  for  the 
defendant  on  this  issue,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  for  not  shewing  distinctly  that  the  notes  were 
overdue  when  indorsed  by  T.  L.  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto. 

T.  L.  being  the  holder  for  value  of  certain  promissory  notes  made  by  the  defendant,  and  being 
UHlebted  to  the  defendant  and  J.  D.,  as  executors,  in  a  greater  amount,  it  was  agreed  between 
^h«ni  that  the  amount  of  the  notes  should  be  set  off  against  and  satisfied  by  the  same  amount  of 

*  L.'s  debt  On  that  occasion  the  defendant  gave  to  T.  L.  a  paper,  in  which  the  amounts  of 
^  scYeral  notes,  and  the  interest  thereon,  were  enumerated,  at  the  foot  of  which  the  defendant 
•rote  as  follows:—**  8th  June,  1842.  Approved  due  to  T.  L.— W.  Davis."  T.  L.  retained 
pottession  of  the  notes,  and  afterwards  indorsed  them  to  the  plaintiffs  for  value.  In  an  action 
'>y  the  plaintiffs,  as  indorsees,  against  the  defendant,  as  the  maker  of  these  notes — Held,  that 
^  paper  so  signed  by  the  defendant  was  not  such  an  acknowledgment  in  writing  as  to  defeat 

*  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  inasmuch  as,  coupling  it  with  the  evidence,  no  promise  to 
P^  the  debt  could  be  inferred  from  it. 

Qvcre,  wliether  a  promise  in  writing,  given  by  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  to  the  payee, 
^  be  made  available  to  defeat  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  in  an  action  by  a  subsequent  party  to 
^note. 


160  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch.  of  Pleat,  borc  date  beyond  six  years ;  the  other  three  were  within 
^         '  ^     the  six  years.     There  was  also  a  count  on  an  account 

Cripps        stated. 

Davis.  ^^^  defendant  pleaded^  as  to  all  the  counts  on  the  pro- 

missory notesy  firsts  that  he  did  not  make  them ;  and,  se- 
condly, that  Lediard  did  not  indorse  them  to  the  plainti£fs; 
thirdly,  he  pleaded  to  the  first  ten  counts  the  Statute  of 
Limitations ;  fourthly,  to  all  the  counts  on  the  notes,  that, 
after  making  the  said  promissory  notes  respectively,  and 
before  the  indorsement  of  any  of  them  by  the  said  Thomas 
Lediard  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  whilst  the  said  Thomas  Le- 
diard was  the  holder  of  the  same  respectively,  the  said 
Thomas  Lediard  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  and  to 
Jasper  Davis,  as  executors  of  William  Davis  deceased,  in  a 
large  sum  of  money,  greatly  exceeding  the  amount  of  the 
said  several  promissory  notes  and  the  monies  due  thereon, 
to  wit,  £3500,  for  money  lent  by  the  said  William  Davis 
deceased,  in  his  lifetime,  to  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  at  his 
request,  and  for  interest  upon  and  for  the  forbearance  of 
monies  due  and  owing  from  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  to 
the  said  William  Davis,  deceased,  in  his  lifetime,  and  to  the 
defendant  and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  as  executors  as  afore- 
said, since  the  decease  of  the  said  William  Davis,  by  the  de- 
fendant and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  as  executors  of  the  said 
William  Davis,  deceased  as  aforesaid,  since  his  decease,  for- 
borne to  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  at  his  request,  for  divers 
long  spaces  of  time  then  elapsed,  and  for  money  found  to 
be  due  from  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  to  the  defendant  and 
the  said  Jasper  Davis,  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  on  an  ac- 
count before  then  stated  between  them,  in  which  said  sum 
of  money  the  defendant  was  beneficially  interested  as  re- 
siduary legatee  under  the  will  of  the  said  William  Davis, 
deceased,  to  an  amount  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  said 
several  promissory  notes  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  to 
wit,  in  the  whole  amount  thereof;  and  the  said  Thomas 
Lediard,  being  so  indebted  to  the  defendant  and  the  said 
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Jasper  Davis  as  aforesaid^  it  was  then,  and  before  the  in-  ^'n^'  of  Pleas, 
dorsement  of  the  said  several  promissory  notes^  or  any  or  '  ^ 

either  of  them,  to  the  plaintiflFs,  and  whilst  the  said  Tho-  Cripps 
mas  Lediard  was  the  holder  of  the  same  respectively,  Davis. 
agreed  between  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  the  defendant, 
and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  that  the  amount  of  the  said 
several  promissory  notes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon, 
should  be  set  off  and  allowed  to  the  said  Thomas  Lediard 
from  and  out  of  the  monies  so  due  from  the  said  Thomas 
Lediard  to  the  defendant  and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  and 
that  the  defendant  should  be  discharged  from  the  payment 
of  the  said  several  promissory  notes,  and  the  monies  due 
thereon,  and  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  discharged  from  the 
payment  of  so  much  of  the  money  due  from  him  to  the 
defendant  and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  as  equalled  the 
amount  of  the  said  promissory  notes  and  the  monies  due 
thereon ;  and  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  and  the  defendant, 
and  the  said  Jasper  Davis,  thereupon  respectively  then  set 
off  and  allowed  the  amount  of  the  said  several  promissory 
iK)tes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  and  so  much  of  the 
said  money  so  due  from  the  defendant  as  equalled  the  said 
amounts  and  monies,  against  each  other,  and  the  said 
several  promissory  notes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  and  ^ 

the  said  parcel  of  the  money  so  due  from  the  said  Thomas 
Lediard,  were  thereby  then  respectively  satisfied  and  dis- 
chai^ed ;  and  the  said  several  promissory  notes,  after  the 
same  were  so  satisfied  and  discharged,  and  until  the  same 
were  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs,  remained  in  the  possession 
of  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  without   the   consent   and 
sgainst  the  will  of  the  defendant,  and  without  any  fault  on 
Us  part,  and  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  indorsed  the  said 
several  promissory  notes  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs 
fij^t  took  and  received  the  same,  after  the  same  were  so 
satisfied  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  without  the  know- 
ledge, privity,  or  consent  of  the  defendant.     Verification. 
The  defendant  pleaded,  fifthly,  to  the  same  thirteen 

VOL.  XII.  M  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  counts,  that  the  said  several  promissory  notea^  and  the 

v^..^^^!^     monies  due  thereon^  were  satisfied  as  in  the  fourth  plea 

Caipps        mentioned,  and  the  defendant  discharged  from  the  pay- 

Davis.       ment  of  the  same  respectively^  before  the  indorsement  of 

the  same,  or  any  of  them,  by  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  to 

the  plaintiffs,  and  while  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  was  the 

holder  of  the  same  respectively,  to  wit,  on  &;c.,  and  the 

plaintiffs,  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  the  said  several 

promissory  notes  were  respectively  indorsed  to  them,  had 

notice  that  the  said  several  promissory  notes  were  so  satia- 

fied,  and  the  defendant  discharged  from  the  payment 

thereof  as  aforesaid.     Verification. 

Sixthly,  to  the  same  counts,  that  the  said  promissory 
notes,  and  the  monies  due  thereon,  were  so  satisfied,  and 
the  defendant  discharged  from  the  payments  of  the  amounts 
of  the  same  respectively,  as  in  the  fourth  plea  mentioned, 
and  the  said  Thomas  Lediard,  after  the  same  were  so  satis- 
fied, to  wit,  on  &c.,  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs 
without  value  or  consideration.  Verification. — ^And  to  the 
last  count  the  defendant  pleaded  non  assumpsit. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  first,  second,  and  last 
pleas,  and  traversed  the  third ;  to  the  fourth,  he  replied 
5  that  the  said  promissory  notes  were  not,  nor  was  any  of 

them,  satisfied  or  discharged  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  to 
the  fifth,  that  when  the  said  several  promissory  notes  were 
indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs,  they  had  not  notice  that  the 
same  were  satisfied,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form ;  and  to  the 
sixth,  that  the  said  Thomas  Lediard  indorsed  the  said 
promissory  notes  to  the  plaintiffs  for  a  good  and  valuable 
consideration,  to  wit,  the  amount  of  the  said  several  pro- 
missory notes.     Issues  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings 
at  Guildhall  after  Trinity  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  notes 
in  question  were  given  by  the  defendant  to  Lediard,  who 
was  his  attorney,  to  secure  advances  of  cash  made  by  him 
from  time  to  time  to  the  defendant,  and  were  discounted 
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by  Lediard  with  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  bankers  in  Ciren-  B*eh,  of  puat, 
cester,     Lediard  had  also  been  the  attorney  and  confiden-     v  ^^^'    . 
tial  adviser  of  the  defendant's  late  father,  William  Davis,        Caipps 
who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  making  deposits  and  ad-        Davu. 
Yances  to  him  on  his  personal  security  or  on  mortgage ; 
ind  at  the  time  of  William  Davis's  death,  Lediard  was 
indebted  to  him  to  the  amount  of  nearly  £3000.     For  the 
purpose  of  taking  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, the  plaintiffs  put  in  evidence  a  paper  signed  by  the 
defendant,  dated  8th  June,  1842,  being  an  account  set- 
tled between  him  and  Lediard,  of  the  principal  money 
advanced  on  the  several  promissory  notes  on  which  this 
action  was  brought,  (except  that  mentioned  in  the  fourth 
count),  and  interest  thereon  to  the  19th  April,  1842;  at  the 
fcot  of  which  was  written  by  the  defendant — "  8th  June, 
1842.   Approved  due  to  Thomas  Lediard. — William  Davis.'' 
It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  this  was  not  a 
nifficient  acknowledgment  within  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.     The  Lord  Chief  Baron 
reserved  the  point.    The  defendant  then  gave  evidence  of 
an  agreement  between  him  and  Lediard,  at  the  same  period, 
to  the  effect  stated  in  the  fourth  plea,  and  the  jury  found 
for  the  defendant  on  that  issue :  and  under  his  Lordship^s 
direction,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  on 
the  issue  arising  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  as  to 
the  first  ten  counts  of  the  declaration,  the  notes  men- 
tioned in  which  were  of  more  than  six  years*  date,  with 
liberty  to  the  plaintiffs   to  move   to   enter  the  verdict 
thereon  for  them,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  above-mentioned  paper  was  a  sufficient  acknowledg- 
meat  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Limitations.     On  all  the 
other  issues  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Early  in  this  term,  Erie  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 
Wid  also  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  fourth 
i*5ue,  on  the  ground  that  the  fourth  plea  did  not  shew  that 
the  notes  were  overdue  at  the  time  of  the  indorsement  of 
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i:*ek.  of  PUoi,  them  to  the  plaintiflfs  by  Lediard.     On  the  first  point,  he 
X      ^  '  ^     cited  Clarke  v.  Hooper  (a),  Mountstephen  v.  Brooke  (6),  and 
CRippt        Gale  V.  Capem  (c). 


Davib. 


Jervis  and  Hoggins  now  shewed  cause. — First,  as  to  the 
sufSciency  of  the  fourth  plea.  It  undoubtedly  contains 
no  allegation,  either  of  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  agree- 
ment therein  mentioned,  or  that  the  notes  were  overdue  at 
the  time  when  they  were  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs  :  but  it 
is  submitted  that  it  is  sufficient,  at  least  after  verdict.  It 
is  no  more  than  a  special  plea  of  payment,  and  may  be  so 
viewed.  Now,  suppose  the  defendant  had  pleaded,  that, 
while  Lediard  was  the  holder  of  the  promissory  notes,  and 
before  they  were  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  defendant 
paid  the  amount  to  Lediard,  and  such  payment  were  denied 
by  the  replication,  that  would  be  a  good  plea,  because 
after  such  payment  the  notes  would  cease  to  be  negotiable. 
[Parke,  B, — ^Not  the  note  which  was  payable  at  three 
months'  date ;  and  the  plea  must  be  good  in  toto.]  That 
note  could  not  afterwards  be  re-issued  without  a  fresh 
stamp.  But  secondly,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  would  be  no  an- 
swer, unless  the  jury  were  satisfied  that  the  settlement  with 
Lediard  was  after  the  notes  became  due,  that  will  be  taken, 
on  this  motion,  to  have  been  proved  at  the  trial.  [Parke, 
B. — No ;  all  that  would  have  to  be  proved  in  order  to  make 
out  the  plea  would  be,  that  the  notes  were  satisfied  to 
Lediard  at  some  time.]  After  verdict,  this  will  be  taken 
to  be  a  good  defence  defectively  stated,  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Stennel  v.  Hogg  (rf).  [Parke,  B. — That 
rule  applies  where  it  is  essential  to  the  proof  of  something 
which  is  alleged  that  the  fact  in  dispute  should  be  proved. 
Here  that  is  not  so ;  taking  all  the  allegations  in  the  plea 
as  having  been  proved,  it  was  not  necessary  to  shew  an  in- 

(a)  10  Ring.  480 ;  4  M.  &  Scott,  (c)  1  Ad.  &  EIL  102 ;  3  Nev.  & 

353.  M.  863. 

'  (6)  3  B.  &  Aid.  141.  (d)  1  Saund.  228,  n.  (I). 
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donement  after  the  notes  were  due.]     It  appears  from  the  B*ch.  of  PUat, 
dedaration  that  several  of  the  notes  were  made  after  the     ^     ^'  - 
end  of  the  three  months  at  which  the  note  mentioned  in        Cripps 
the  second  count  was  payable^  and  the  plea  alleges  that  the        Davis. 
indorsement  to  the  plaintiffs  was  after  all  the  notes  were 
satisfied  to  Lediard ;  it  must  therefore  have  been  after  the 
expiration  of  the  three  months.    [Parke,  B. — But  may  not  a 
bill  or  note  payable  on  demand  be  indorsed  over,  there 
being  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  to  shew  that  it  is  overdue  ? 
The  reason  why  a  party  who  takes  an  overdue  bill  or  note 
takes  it  with  aU  its  equities,  is  because  on  the  face  of  it  it 
carries  suspicion ;  that  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  bill 
or  note  payable  on  demand.] 

The  other  question  which  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether 
a  written  memorandum,  whereby  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note  admits  the  amount  to  be  due  to  the  payee,  can  enure 
to  the  benefit  of  his  indorsee  :  and  that  depends  upon  the 
question,  what  is  the  operation  and  effect  of  such  an  ac- 
knowledgment on  the  Statute  of  Limitations?  If  it  be  merely 
to  shew  that  the  debt  is  not  paid,  any  such  document  is 
sufficient  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  statute  altoge- 
ther; if  it  be  to  create  a  new  promise,  founded  on  the  bygone 
consideration,  according  to  the  case  of  Tanner  v.  Smart  {a), 
then  it  is  submitted  that  it  can  enure  only  to  the  benefit  of 
the  party  to  whom  it  was  made,  and  cannot  be  made  avail- 
able by  a  subsequent  indorsee.    [Parke,  B. — Here  the  pro- 
fuse was  made  to  Lediard,  after  the  notes  were  due,  he 
bebg  then  the  holder;  afterwards  he  transfers  them  to  the 
plaintiff.     That  promise  created  a  new  debt  to  the  holder, 
to  whom  it  was  made  :  then  the  question  is,  whether  that 
promise  does  not  so  attach  itself  to  the  debt  upon  the 
notes,  as  that  it  is  transferred  to  the  indorsee.]     Not  un- 
less it  can  be  said  to  revive  the  old  debt.    K  the  promisee 
siies  himself,  he  must  sue  on  the  new  promise,  according 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  603;  9  D.  &  R.  549. 
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Exch.  qf  Pleat,  to  Tanner  v.  Smart;  if  he  afterwards  transfers  the  note 
^  *  ^  the  transferee  cannot  sne,  because  the  original  promis 
CRiFPt  which  arose  on  the  note,  and  which  was  a  negotiable  pro 
Datis.  mise,  is  barred  by  the  statute.  In  Mountstephen  v.  Brooke 
an  acknowledgment  by  the  defendants,  who  were  acceptor 
of  certain  bills  of  exchange,  in  a  deed  between  them  aiw 
the  drawer,  of  the  existence  of  the  debt  to  the  drawer,  w^ 
held  to  be  sufScient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute, 
an  action  by  subsequent  indorsees ;  but  that  case  was  S 
cided  on  the  principle  which  was  denied  to  be  law  in  7fc= 
ner  y.  Smart,  that  the  effect  of  an  acknowledgment  was^ 
defeat  the  statute,  merely  by  shewing  that  the  debt 
mained  unpaid.  The  acknowledgment  must  support  ^ 
promise  in  the  declaration ;  if  it  does  not,  though  it  i^ 
shew  clearly  that  the  debt  has  never  been  paid,  the  plaii^; 
must  faiL  Now,  how  can  a  promise  to  A.,  which  may^  i 
in  consideration  of  a  counter  claim  of  his,  attach  to  wan 
follow  an  instrument  in  the  nature  of  a  mercantile  security, 
for  the  benefit  of  another  person  ?  It  is  a  personal  promise 
to  him— a  mere  chose  in  action,  not  transferable.  And  it 
is  not  for  the  convenience  or  security  of  mercantile  trans- 
actions that  overdue  bills  and  notes  should  be  thus  revived. 
It  is  a  new  and  distinct  promise  to  the  party  to  whom  it  if 
made,  and  this  plaintiff  can  no  more  sue  upon  it,  than  an 
executor  upon  a  promise  made  to  his  testator.  [Alderson^B 
— ^There  is  the  further  objection,  that  this  evidence  does  no 
prove  a  new  contract  to  pay  anything  in  future,  but  onl; 
the  performance  of  an  old  contract.  Parke,  B. — Pari 
payment  implies  a  promise  to  pay  the  remainder  of  th 
debt ;  but  when  you  pay  the  whole  debt,  what  promise  t 
pay  is  there  ?  In  Gale  v.  Capem  the  form  of  the  plead 
ings  admitted  a  set-off  to  be  due  to  the  defendant,  unlea 
it  was  gone  by  lapse  of  time ;  the  present  question,  there 
fore,  did  not  directly  arise.] 

Robinson  (with  whom  was  Erie),  contrk. — The  fourtl 
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plea  is  clearly  bad  in  substance.  As  to  the  note  payable  at  Exe?i.  of  PUas, 
three  months'  date,  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  ^  ^^^*  ^ 
plea  shews  that  that  note  was  indorsed  after  it  was  due.  Cripps 
[Parke,  B. — The  argument  is,  that  the  plea  speaks  of  davis. 
monies  Ate  on  the  notes  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  with 
Lediard.]  But  it  does  not  allege  that  anything  was  due 
on  each  of  them ;  the  words  are  only  '^  the  monies  due 
thereon,"  which  is  consistent  with  the  fact  that  they  were 
not  all  due  at  the  time  of  the  agreement.  The  dates  as 
itated  in  the  declaration  are  clearly  immaterial :  it  is  not 
allied  that  the  defendant  made  his  note,  bearing  date  &c., 
bat  only  that  on  frc,  he  made  his  note.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — ^I  believe  the  Court  are  satisfied  that  the  plea  is  bad, 
and  therefore  that  there  is  no  answer  to  the  counts  which 
are  not  answered  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  Parke, 
B. — ^The  plea  is  clearly  bad  as  to  the  note  payable  at  three 
months,  which  is  sufficient ;  and  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that  it  is  bad  also  as  to  the  notes  payable  on  demand,  be* 
cause  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  privity  with 
Lediard.]  Brooks  v.  Mitchell  {b)  is  a  distinct  authority  to 
ihew  that  a  note  payable  on  demand  continues  to  be  ne- 
gotiable after  any  lapse  of  time. 

With  respect  to  the  other  point,  the  only  question  raised 

at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  acknowledgment  to  Lediard 

supported  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  of  a  promise  to 

the  plaintiff.     [Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  from 

such  a  transaction  you  can  infer  any  promise  to  pay.]    The 

law  as  laid  down  in  Tanner  y.  Smart  is  not  disputed ;  no 

doubt  the  acknowledgment  relied  on  must  be  one  which 

^  not  inconsistent  with  the  promise  alleged  in  the  declara- 

twu.    [Parke,  B. — It  must  be  a  promise  to  pay,  or  an 

acknowledgment  from  which  a  promise  is  to  be  inferred, 

and  that  must  support  the  promise  laid  in  the  declaration.] 

^  Tanner  v.  Smart  the  promise  was  only  conditional,  and 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  15. 
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Exch,  of  PUas,  therefore  did  not  support  the  allegation  of  an  absolute 

promise.  The  cases  of  Pittam  v.  Foster  {a),  Atkins  v.  TVed- 
ffoid{b),  and  Sarell  v.  Wine  {c),  rest  on  the  same  principle. 
But  where  the  acknowledgment  is  general  and  unqualified, 
and  there  are  persons  in  existence  capable  of  taking  ad- 
vantage of  it,  the  statute  applies.  Lord  Tenterden  says,  in 
Tanner  v.  Smart  (d),  "  Upon  a  general  acknowledgment, 
where  nothing  is  said  to  prevent  it,  a  general  promise  may 
and  ought  to  be  implied/^  Feam  v.  Lettns  (e)  and  RouU 
ledge  v.  Ramsay  (/)  are  authorities  to  the  same  effect. 
The  stat.  9  Geo,  4,  c.  14,  makes  no  difference  in  the  law, 
except  in  requiring  that  it  shall  be  by  written  evidence 
alone  that  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  shall 
be  defeated.  But  what  is  the  promise  of  which  this  writ- 
ing is  evidence  ?  A  promise  to  pay  according  to  the  tenor 
and  effect  of  the  promissory  notes;  that  is,  to  Lediard  or  his 
order.  In  Gibbons  v.  M'Casland  [g),  the  defendant,  having 
entered  into  a  written  guarantie,  and  become  liable  on  it 
at  a  period  of  more  than  six  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  verbally  promised,  within  six  years,  "that 
the  matter  should  be  arranged ;''  and  it  was  held  that,  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  having  been  once  satisfied  by  the  original 
promise  in  writing,  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  that  the  latter 
promise  should  also  be  in  writing.  Bay  ley,  J.,  there  says, 
"  The  defendant's  liability  is  fixed  by  the  original  promise 
in  writing,  and  the  acknowledgment  within  six  years  is 
only  to  shew  that  that  liability  has  not  been  discharged/' 
The  promise,  though  a  new  one,  is  a  promise  to  the  same 
tenor  and  effect  as  the  old  one.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side  is  founded  on  the  fallacy  of  supposing  that  there 

(o)  1  B.  &  Cr.  248  ;  2  D.  &  R.  (d)  6  B.  &  Cr.  609. 

363.  {e)  6  Bing.  349 ;  4  M.  &  P.  1. 

(b)  2  B.  &  Cr.  23 ;  3  D.  &  R.  (/)  8  Ad.  &  E.  221 ;  3  Nev.  & 

200.  P.  319. 

(e)  2  East,  409.  (^)  1  B.  &  Aid.  690. 
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must  be  an  express  promise  made  to  the  indorsee :  but  EjccH.  of  puat, 
that  is  never  so ;  he  always  relies  upon  the  promise  made     ..    ^      . 
to  his  principal^  the  payee,  from  which  the  law  implies  a        Cripps 
proniifle  to  pay  the  indorsee.     The  promise  is  a  mere  in-        Davis. 
ference  of  law,  and  so  not  traversable :  Griffith  y.  Rox- 
kmigh{a),  Stericker  v.  Barker  {b).     The  cause  of  action 
here  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  the  holders  of  certain  pro- 
missory notes,  payable  to  Lediard  or  his  order,  which  the 
defendant  within  six  years  has  acknowledged  to  be  unpaid, 
lliat  acknowledgment  shews  that  a  cause  of  action  then 
existed  somewhere ;  and  now,  within  six  years,  it  is  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintiffs.     In  Gale  v.  Capem  (c),  Patteson, 
J.,  says, ''  If  an  acknowledgment  was  made  within  six  years 
to  the  then  holder,  does  it  not  follow,  from  the  negotiable 
nature  of  the  instrument,  that  a  subsequent  holder  may 
avail  himself  of  that  acknowledgment,  in  an  action  upon 
the  note?''     In  Clarke  v.  Hooper  {d),  payment  of  interest, 
by  the  maker  of  a  note,  to  the  personal  representative  of 
the  payee,  though  acting  under  a  void  administration,  was 
held  a  sufficient  acknowledgment  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute ;  yet  in  that  case  there  was  no  person  at  all 
to  take  the  benefit  of  the  new  promise  at  the  time  when  it 
was  made.     [Parke,  B. — The  question  here  is,  whether  the 
defendant's  evidence  does  not  so  explain  the  account,  as 
that  no  promise  to  pay  can  be  implied  from  it.]     The  law 
implies  a  promise  to  pay  from  an  unconditional  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  existence  of  the  debt.     Besides,  the  cross 
debt  was  not  due  to  the  defendant  alone,  but  to  him  and 
the  other  executor  jointly.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The 
question  is,  with  what  view  he  signed  the  paper.     Parke,  B. 
— Primd  facie  it  satisfies  the  statute ;  but  when  the  other 
evidence  is  given,  it  shews  that  the  document  was  drawn 
up  with  a  view  to  the  debt  upon  the  notes  being  paid  in  a 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  734.  i^d)  10  Bing.  480 ;  4  M.  &  Scott, 

(6)  9M.&W.  321.  353. 

(c)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  104. 
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Bk*.  ij/-  PUai,  pMticnlar  way,  DRmely,  by  Betting  it  off  agmnst  bo  n 

'  -     the  debt  due  from  Jjediard.]     The  paper  itself  has 

Csim       fereQce  whatever  to  any  cross  demand ;  on  the  fac 

Datii.       it  satisfies  the  statute,  and  the  defendant  has  no  ri 

travel  out  of  it  in  order  to  limit  its  effect. 


Pee  Curiam. — The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  hi 
rule  made  absolute  for  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  m 
standing  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  upon  the 
plea;  the  verdict  to  stand  for  the  defendant  upon  thi 
plea. 

Rule  accordiii 


■""■•  **•*  Hocking  and  Another  ti.  Aceahan. 

NoiiMof»  A  FEIGNED  issue  having  been  directed  nndert 
beta  iinick  u  terpleader  Act,  to  try  whether  certain  goods,  the  pi 
«'priot  4cio°  ^^ °°^  Thomas  Joyce,  which  had  been  seized  by  the 
binlmipicT,"  tiffs  Under  an  execution  against  him,  were  liable 
mciningorthc  taken  by  them;  the  facts  were  stated  for  the  opii 
cap.        *        the  Court  in  the  following  case : — 

The  plaintiffs  having,  on  the  29th  of  November] 
commenced  an  action  against  Thomas  Joyce,  on  tfa 
of  Jannary,  1843,  obtained  a  verdict  for  45/.  6»,  6<] 
the  19th  of  January  they  received  a  letter  from  Jo; 
which,  after  adverting  to  an  offer  of  a  compMitioD 
by  him,  and  accepted  by  them,  he  stated  that  a  ci 
had  struck  a  docket  against  him,  and  that  the  fiat 
be  opened  immediately.  On  the  morning  of  the  S 
January,  the  plaintiffs  received  a  letter  from  the  sol 
of  a  creditor  of  Joyce,  stating  that  their  client  bad 
a  docket  against  Joyce.  On  the  26th  of  January, 
ment  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  against  Joyce,  cost 
taxed  on  the  Slst,  and  execution  issued;  and  on  the 
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February  the  sheriff  levied  under  it  upon  the  goods  of  Bsek.qfPieoi, 
Joyce.     On  the  2nd  of  February  the  sheriff  received  no-     .   ^^^'  . 
tice  not  to  sell  the  goods.     A  docket  had,  in  fact,  been      Hocking 
struck  against  Joyce  on  the  18th  of  January,  but  no  fiat      Acramak. 
had  issued  thereon  until  the  3rd  of  February.     It  was 
admitted  that  the  bankrupt  had  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  before  the  striking  of  the  docket  against  him, 
and  before  the  levy  under  the  execution ;  but  the  plaintiffs 
bad  in  point  of  fact,  at  the  time  of  the  said  levy,  no  notice 
of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  him  prior  to  the 
levy,  unless  such  notice  were  constituted  by  the  circum- 
stances above  stated.     The  defendant  is  the  assignee  of 
the  estate  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  execution  was  valid,  as  against  the  assignees  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  Joyce,  within  the  protection  of  the 
Stat.  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  29.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
m  the  affirmative,  judgment  is  to  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiffs by  confession;  if  in  the  negative,  judgment  of  nolle 
prosequi  is  to  be  entered. 

E.  V,  Williams,  for  the  plaintiffs. — It  is  admitted  in 
the  case  that  the  execution  was  levied  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  but  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat, 
and  it  would  therefore  be  protected  by  the  2  &  3  Vict, 
c  29,  unless  the  execution  creditor  had  notice  of  a  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy.  It  is  also  admitted  that  the  creditor 
hi  no  actual  notice :  but  it  will  be  said  that  he  had  con- 
structive notice,  inasmuch  as  he  had  notice  that  a  docket 
bd  been  struck.  It  does  not,  however,  follow,  because 
t  docket  is  struck,  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been 
committed.  It  is  true  the  practice  adopted  by  the  Great 
Seal  is,  that  the  person  striking  a  docket  must  make  an 
affidavit  that  he  has  been  informed,  and  verily  believes, 
that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed  by  the  per- 
son against  whom  the  docket  is  to  be  struck ;  but  he  may 
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Btch,  of  PUat,  be  misinformed  as  to  the  fact ;  and  a  creditor  is  not  bound 

..  ^      ^     to  believe,  from  the  mere  circumstance  of  a  docket  having 

Hocking      been  struck,  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  commit- 

AS  

AcAAMAN.  ^^'  ^^  Lord  Henley's  Treatise  on  the  Bankrupt  Laws  (fl), 
it  is  said :  ^'  The  affidavit  as  to  the  belief  that  the  trader 
has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  often  made  with  a 
precipitation  that  is  highly  blameable/'  It  has  been  held 
that  a  docket  struck  without  an  act  of  bankruptcy  having 
been  committed,  upon  a  belief  by  the  creditor  that  it  had, 
will  support  a  commission  if  an  intervening  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy is  committed :  Ex  parte  Webster  {b),  Wydown's 
case  (c),  Ex  parte  Ihifrene  [d).  The  affidavit  does  not  state 
what  the  particular  act  of  bankruptcy  is.  In  Ex  parte 
Dufrene,  Lord  Eldon  says  :  "  It  is  undeniably  true,  that 
the  law  does  not  require  an  affidavit  of  what  is  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  the  witness  believes  to  have  been  committed. 
All  that  is  required  is  an  affidavit  of  his  beUef  that  the 
party  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  In  practice, 
I  fear,  though  that  person,  so  swearing  to  his  belief  that 
acts  of  bankruptcy  have  been  committed,  can  never  enable 
himself  to  prove  that  any  one  of  those  facts,  to  his  belief 
of  which  he  swears,  did  exist,  yet,  if  after  the  commission 
issued  he  can  prove  some  other  act  of  bankruptcy,  com- 
mitted even  in  the  interval  between  the  affidavit  made  and 
the  commission  issued,  of  which  he  knew  nothing,  I  should 
be  bound  by  the  law  and  the  practice  to  say  the  commis- 
sion was  valid  .'*  The  fact  of  a  docket  having  been  struck 
only  amounts  to  this,  that  some  person  has  sworn  that  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed.  In  Ramsey  v. 
Eaton  (e),  this  Court  seems  to  have  thought  that  notice  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  without  stating  the  nature  of  it, 
would  be  sufficient  to  put  the  party  upon  inquiry.  But 
how  is  a  party  to  inquire,  where  perhaps  the  act  of  bank- 

(a)  Page  53,  3rd  ed.  {d)  1  Ves.  &  B.  55. 

(6)  2  Glyn  &  J.  252.  {e)  10  M.  &  W.  21. 

(c)  14  Ves.  83. 
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raptcy  is  that  of  a  fraudulent  preference  ?     If  he  were  to  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
go  to  the  petitioning  creditor,  he  would  perhaps  be  told  he  '   . 

had  no  knowledge  of  it,  but  had  been  told  so  by  some  one      Hocking 
else.     The  meaning  of  the  term  ''  notice "  may  be  col-      Acramax. 
lected  from  the  previous  statutes  relating  to  bankrupts. 
The  19  G^.  2,  c.  32,  s.  1,  protects  payments  made  by  a 
bankrupt  to  a  bon&  fide  creditor  '' before  such  time  as  the 
person  receiving  the  same  shall  know,  understand,  or  have 
notice  that  he  is  become  a  bankrupt,  or  that  he  is  in  in- 
solvent  circumstances.^'    The  46  Geo.  3,  c.  135,  s.  1,  makes 
Tahd  "  all  conveyances  by,  all  payments  by  and  to,  and  all 
contracts  and  other  dealings  and  transactions  by  and  with 
any  bankrupt  bona  fide  made  or  entered  into  more  than 
two  calendar  months  before  the  date  of  such  commission, 
notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by 
such  bankrupt,'* . . . . "  provided  the  person  so  dealing  with 
sach  bankrupt  had  not,  at  the  time  of  such  conveyance, 
payment,  contract,  dealing,  or  transaction,  any  notice  of 
any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed, 
or  that  he  was  insolvent,  or  had  stopped  payment.''     And 
the  third  section  provides,  "  that  the  issuing  of  a  commis- 
sion of  bankrupt  against  such  bankrupt,  although  such 
commission  shall  afterwards  be  superseded,  or  the  striking 
of  a  docket  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  a  commission  against 
such  bankrupt,  whether  any  commission  shall  have  actually 
issued  thereupon  or  not,  shall  be  deemed  notice  of  a  prior 
wt  of  bankruptcy  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  if  it  shall 
appear  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  actually  com- 
nutted  at  the  time  of  issuing  such  commission  or  of  strik- 
ing such  docket."     That  statute  created  two  constructive 
notices  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  one,  the  issuing  of  a 
commission,  the  other,  the   striking  of  a  docket.      The 
latter  was  repealed  by  the  49  Geo.  3,  c.  121,  s.  1,  which 
ittains  the  constructive  notice  by  the  issuing  of  a  commis- 
sion.   The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  83,  enacts,  "  that  the  issuing 
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Ezeh.  ofPi9aa,    of  a  Commission  shall  be  deemed  notice  of  a  prior  act  of 

1843 
I.     ^  '  ^     bankruptcy,  (if  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  actually 

Hocking  committed  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission),  if  the 
AcEAMAjr.  adjudication  of  the  person  or  persons  against  whom  such 
commission  had  issued  shall  haTe  been  notified  in  the 
London  Gazette,  and  the  person  or  persons  to  be  affected 
by  such  notice  may  reasonably  be  presumed  to  have  seen 
the  same/'  The  protective  clauses  of  that  act  use  the 
words  *'  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,^'  which  are  re- 
peated in  the  82nd,  84th,  85th,  and  86th  sections*  Unless 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs  be  put 
upon  the  word  *'  notice,"  it  will  be  impossible  to  carry  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  the  86th  section,  which  enacts, 
''that  no  purchase  from  any  bankrupt  bon&  fide  and  for 
valuable  consideration,  where  the  purchaser  had  notice  at 
the  time  of  such  purchase  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such 
bankrupt  committed,  shall  be  impeached  by  reason  thereof, 
unless  the  commission  against  such  bankrupt  shall  have 
been  sued  out  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  such 
act  of  bankruptcy/'  Now,  suppose  a  person  about  to  pur- 
chase goods  has  notice  of  a  docket,  and  the  person  at  whose 
instance  it  has  been  struck  is  aware  of  a  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, upon  which,  after  the  purchase,  the  fiat  issues,  from 
which  act  of  bankruptcy  is  the  period  of  the  twelve  months 
to  run?  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  notice  of  a  docket  is 
suficient,  why  is  not  also  notice  of  an  attorney  going  to 
London  to  strike  a  docket,  or  even  notice  of  a  person  going 
to  tell  him  to  do  so,  enough  ?]  A  contrary  construction 
might  lead  to  great  fraud,  no  particular  act  of  bankruptcy 
being  sworn  to  on  the  striking  of  a  docket.  Here  the 
trial  takes  place  on  the  18th  of  January.  On  the  day  fol- 
lowing, the  plaintiff  has  notice  of  a  docket  having  been 
struck;  he  waits  until  the  1st  of  February,  and  then, 
finding  no  fiat  is  issued,  he  issues  execution,  and  upon  the 
8rd  of  February  the  fiat  issues.    The  proper  course  is  to 
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pre  to  the  language  of  the  act  as  to  notice  snch  a  con-  £'«*•  ^  p^*u, 

itniction  that  the  party  is  not  left  to  surmise  that  an  act  ^ 

of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed^  but  that  he  must  have  Hocking 

notice  of  a  specific  act  of  bankruptcy.  Acraman. 

Martin^foT  the  defendant. — ^If  the  construction  contended 
far  be  rights  the  clause  in  question  might  as  well  have  been 
omitted  firom  the  act.  The  irords  of  the  act  are^  '^  provided 
the  execution  creditor  had  not  notice  of  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy.''  But  if  he  has  notice  of  a  docket  having  been 
ibrack^  he  surely  has  sufficient  notice  to  put  him  upon 
inquiry  whether  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  commenced 
by  the  execution  debtor.    K  '^ notice''  be  construed  to 
be  notice  of  some  specific  act^  the  greatest  inconvenience 
win  ensue;  but  the  legislature  cannot  have  so  meant. 
[Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — In  every  case  at  Nisi  Frius^  where 
notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  required  to  he  proved,  a 
particular  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  deemed  requisite, 
and  notice  of  the  particular  act  of  bankruptcy  is  proved.] 
The  question  here  is,  what  is  notice  to  the  execution  cre- 
ditor for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  his  execution?     In 
Boikwell  V.  Jimbrell  (a),  where  a  trader  assigned  his  effects 
to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  notice  of 
that  £act  was  given  to  the  attorney  of  the  execution  cre- 
ditor; it  was  objected  that  this  was  only  information  of  an 
act  done,  which  might  or  might  not  prove  to  be  an  act  of 
bankruptcy;  but  Coleridge,  J.,  says,  "If  there  be  substan- 
tially notice  of  that  which  is  alleged  to  be  an  act  of  bank- 
^ptcy,  the  party  proceeds  at  his  peril.     If  he  contracts  or 
deals  with  the  trader  after  such  notice,  he  is  not  deceived ; 
»t  least,  he  has  no  right  to  complain  of  being  deceived  by 
the  fidse  appearance  of  property  or  solvency;"  and  the  notice 
^  held  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  execution.    Now,  here 
the  notice,  of  a  docket  having  been  struck,  was  fully  equal 

(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C,  N.  S.,  778. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  to  what  was  proved  in  that  case.     In  Ramsey  v.  Eaton  (a), 
^  '  ^     this  Court  appear  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  a  general 
HocKiMo      notice  to  the  creditor^  that  the  defendant  had  committed 
AcRAif  AN.     ^^  ^^^  o^  bankruptcy^  was  sufficient,  without  stating  the 
nature  of  it.     According  to  that  view  of  the  case,  there  has 
been  communicated  to  this  creditor  quite  as  much  informa- 
tion as  he  was  entitled  to.     The  execution  creditor  might 
have  assumed  that  the  person  writing  the  letter  knew  of 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  committed.     The  same 
difficulty  might  arise,  even  if  there  had  been  notice  of  a 
specific  act  of  bankruptcy,  for  the  person  giving  notice  of 
it  may  have  been  mistaken  as  to  the  fact.     Then  the  stats. 
46  Geo.  3  and  49  Geo.  3  have  no  bearing  on  this  case.     In 
the  former  act,  the  legislature  was  providing  for  a  very  dif- 
ferent state  of  things,  namely,  the  case  of  a  party  dealing 
with  the  goods  of  a  bankrupt  between  a  first  and  second 
commission,  and  that  act  made  the  issuing  the  commission 
notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  the  commission 
itself  should  be  afterwards  superseded.     The  83rd  section 
of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  has  no  reference  to  the  82nd  section, 
but  refers  to  a  state  of  things  taking  place  after  the  issu- 
ing of  a  commission.     [Parke,  B. — ^The  stat.  46  Geo.  8, 
c.  135,  makes  the  striking  of  a  docket  notice  of  an  act  of 
bankruptcy;  but  the  49  Geo.  3  repealed  that  provision, 
which  shews  that  the  legislature  meant  that  notice  of  a 
docket  having  been  struck  should  be  no  longer  notice  of 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.]     It  is  not  contended  that  the  fact 
of  the  docket  being  struck  is  notice  that  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy has  been  committed,  but  that  notice  of  the  docket 
is  the  same  as  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Wc  are  now  csilled  upon  for  the 
first  time  to  construe  this  clause  of  an  act  which  requires 
notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  to  invalidate  a  bond  fide 


(a)  lOM.  &W.21. 
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tnumction  between  a  creditor  and  the  bankrupt,  and  we  Exeh.  of  pieas, 

are  to  consider  whether  we  shall  adhere  to  the  words  of  the  ^ 

ict  of  Parliament,  and  construe  it  that  notice  of  an  act  of      Hocking 

bankraptcy  is  the  thing  to  be  shewn,  or  whether  we  shall     Acraman. 

derate  from  those  words,  and  substitute  for  them  notice  of 

a  docket  having  been  struck.    I  think  it  better  to  adhere  to 

the  predae  words  of  the  act,  than  to  substitute  something 

dae  in  lieu  of  that  which  the  statute  requires.     If  notice  of 

a  docket  having  been  struck  is  to  be  constructive  notice  of 

an  act  of  bankruptcy,  why  should  not  all  the  preparatory 

steps  to  the  striking  of  the  docket  be  also  notice  of  the 

act  of  bankruptcy?  and  if  so,  the  inquiry  would  be  endless. 

It  appears  to  me,  without  saying  affirmatively  what  shall 

amount  to  notice,  that  notice  of  a  docket  having  been 

itrnck  is  not  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  especially  as 

Hr.  Williams  has  shewn  that  a  docket  is  often  struck  on 

the  supposition  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  taken  place, 

then  it  turns  out  subsequently  that  no  act  of  bankruptcy 

has  been  committed.    It  is  only  on  information  and  belief 

tbt  a  party  proceeds  to  strike  a  docket.     We  are  called 

iipoa  in  this  case  to  say,  that  notice  of  a  docket  having 

beea  struck  is  of  itself  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  but 

iQiely  it  does  not  fall  within  the  act,  unless  the  necessary 

cooaequence  of  striking  a  docket  must  be  that  an  act  of 

Unkraptcy  will  be  established.     I  do  not  go  the  length  of 

ttying  that  there  must  be  notice  of  some  specific  act,  but 

I  lay  that  there  must  be  notice  that  the  party  has  com- 

knitted  an  act  of  bankruptcy.     This  is  only  a  notice  that 

^  docket  has  been  struck,  and  the  creditor  may  act  at  his 

peril,  and  issue  execution.     There  must  be  judgment  for 

^fce  plaintiflFs. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.  The 
only  point  necessary  to  be  decided  is,  whether  notice  of  a 
docket  having  been  struck  is  notice  of  an  act  of  bank- 

VOL.  XII.  N  M.  w. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat  f  ruptcy,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.     I  do  not  think 

'  V     we  are  called  on  to  decide  whether  notice  should  be  given 

HocKiNo      of  some  specific  act  of  bankruptcy.     It  might  happen  that 

AcRAMAN.     the  party  was  aware  of  some  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  if  he 

knew  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  I  am 

not  prepared  to  say  that  would  not  be  deemed  sufficient. 

But  the  only  point  we  are  now  called  upon  to  decide  is, 

whether  the  mere  fact  of  notice  of  a  docket  having  been 

struck  is  or  is  not  necessarily  notice  of  a  previous  act  of 

bankruptcy.     I  think  it  is  not  such  a  notice,  within  the 

meaning  of  the  statute. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  notice 
of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  All  that  it  amounts  to  is,  that 
some  one  has  sworn  that  he  believed  the  defendant  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

RoLFE,  B. — 1  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  will  only 
observe,  that  the  facts  disclose  the  weakest  possible  case  of 
notice.  On  the  19th  of  January,  a  letter  is  sent  to  the 
plaintiffs,  informing  them  that  a  docket  has  been  struck ; 
the  plaintiffs  wait  until  the  1st  of  February,  and  then, 
finding  no  fiat  has  issued,  they  issue  execution.  The 
creditor  not  having  proceeded  with  his  docket  up  to  that 
period,  surely  entitled  the  plaintiffs  to  suppose  that  he 
never  would  do  so. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


I 
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Exch,  of  Pieat, 
1843. 

The  Attorney-General  v.  Sir  Joshua  Walmsley,  A^^t;.  2i. 

Kuight. 

NFORMATION  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  A.,  a  maltster, 

.,  J  -  J  .  -  had  consigned 

nil  aebet,  and  issue  thereon.  large  quantities 

At  the   trial  before  Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  Mid-  l^^^X^^Xe, 
diesex  sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  the  following:  facts  ap-  ^^  ^^'^^}^  ^' 

^  ^  '  c  A      made  advances 

peared  : —  to  him.     While 

A  person  of  the  name  of  Armitage,  a  maltster,  carrying  w.'s  hands,  A. 
oa  business  at  Wakefield  and  Manchester,  had  been  in  the  wely^nd^^ 
habit  of  making  large  consignments  of  malt  to  the  do-  *o  '*>e  Crown 

^  for  malt  duties^ 

fendant  at  Liverpool,  for  sale.  In  the  spring  of  the  year  and  an  inquisi. 
1841,  having  consigned  a  quantity  of  malt  to  the  defend-  issued^againsr 
ant,  Armitage  drew  upon  him,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  J^*^'j,"!5fe*Jnait 
business,  for  advances  to  be  made  thereon  \  and  bills  to  in  w.'s  hands 

was  seised  by 

the  amount  of  £3000  were  accordingly  accepted  by  the  the  sheriff.  W. 
defendant,  and  were  subsequently  paid  by  him.  These  edVhfBaarTof 
advances  were  made  by  the  defendant  bona  fide,  and  in   Excise  that  his 

•^      ^  ^  ^  lien  might  be 

ignorance  that  the  malt  in  question  was  subject  to  the  allowed,  the 
payment  of  any  duty.     In  July,  1841,  Armitage  became  dse  wrote  to  the 
Wiknipt,  being  indebted  to  the  Crown  to  the  amount  of  aulricMtaling! 
nearly  £7000  for  duties  on  malt.     The  Crown,  having  as-  t*^*^  the  Board 

:  .  had  ordered 

certained  that  a  quantity  of  malt,  which  had  been  so  con-  that  w.'s  claim, 
signed  by  Armitage  to  the  defendant,  remained  unsold  in  inquisition, 
Wa  hands,  claimed  a  lien  thereon,  under  the  stat.  4  Vict.  fowedVtha*t^he 

should  commu- 
'^'catetbis  to  W.  and  the  sheriff;  that  he  was  to  satisfy  himself  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
*^antof  the  lien  by  examination  of  the  documents;  and  that,  if  all  the  parties  interested  con- 
^^^tt  to  an  immediate  sale  of  the  malt,  the  undersheriff  might  at  once  cause  it  to  be  sold,  in 
^^mode  most  likely  to  realize  the  best  price,  either  by  auction,  or  by  allowing  W.  to  dispose 
^]^\  in  the  market.  At  that  time  the  case  of  the  Att,'Gen.  v.  Trueman  (in  which  it  was  held 
^1  QDder  such  circumstances,  the  lien  of  the  Crown  prevailed  over  that  of  the  factor),  had  not 
'^^Q  decided.  In  pursuance  of  this  letter,  W.,  by  consent  of  all  parties,  sold  the  malt  and 
'^ved  the  proceeds.  While  they  were  in  his  hands,  the  Boaid  of  Excise  communicated  to  him, 
'°^t»  until  the  result  of  a  case  submitted  to  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  no  steps  must  be 
I^^Q  respecting  the  sale  of  the  malt,  or  the  appropriation  of  the  proceeds.  W.,  however,  on  the 
<>Uowing  day,  paid  over  to  the  sheriff,  for  the  use  of  the  Crown,  the  balance  only  of  the  proceeds, 
'lier  retaining  the  amount  of  his  own  lien: — Held,  that  W.  had  no  authority  from  the  Board  of 
'^'cjie,  to  appropriate  any  part  of  the  proceeds  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  own  lien,  until  after  the 
lll^unt  of  it  had  been  ascertained  by  the  collector ;  and  that  he  was  liable  for  the  amount  to 
^'  Crown  in  an  information  for  money  had  and  received. 

N    2 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  c.  20,  for  the  amount  of  the  duties  due  from  Armitage, 
^  '  ^     and  an  inquisition  and  extent  issued,  under  which  the 
Att.-Gbn.     malt  was  seized  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  of  Lancashire. 
M'ALiiSLEY.     At  that  time  the  case  of  The  Attorney-General  v.  TViie- 
man  (a),  in  which  it  was  held  that,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  lien  of  the  Crown  prevailed  over  that  of  the 
factor,  had  not  been  decided.     On  the  16th  of  Septem- 
ber, the  following  letter  was  written  and  sent  by  the  soli- 
citor of  Excise  to  the  collector  at  Liverpool : — 

"  Mr.  Flewker, 

"  Sir, — The  Board  have  under  their  consideration  the 
petition  from  Sir  J.  Walmsley  and  Mr.  Trueman,  with  the 
returns  which  have  been  made  to  this  extent  by  the  Chan- 
cellor of  Lancaster,  and  have  ordered  that  the  respective 
claims  of  Sir  J.  Walmsley  and  Mr.  Trueman,  as  found  by 
the  jury  on  the  sheriff^s  inquisition,  should  be  allowed. 
You  will  therefore,  at  your  earliest  convenience,  communi- 
cate this  minute  to  Sir  Joshua  and  Mr.  Trueman,  as  well 
as  to  [Messrs.  Rawstorne  and  Wilson,  the  under-sheriffs  of 
Lancaster.  The  amount  of  Sir  J.'s  lien,  as  found  by  the 
jury,  is  2488/.  16*.  8rf.,  and  the  amount  of  Mr.  T.'s  lien  is 
2478/.  5*.  5rf.,  but  you  will  satisfy  yourself  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  these  amounts  by  examination  of  the  various 
bills  of  exchange  which  have  been  accepted  and  paid  by 
the  parties,  or  otherwise,  as  may  occur  to  you.  The  de- 
fendant's assignees  have  requested  that  the  malt  under 
seizure  may  be  sold  as  soon  as  possible,  in  order  that  the 
defendant's  estate  may  not  suffer  by  the  delay.  If  the 
whole  of  the  parties  interested  consent  to  an  immediate 
sale,  and  the  under-sheriffs  are  satisfied  with  such  consent, 
they  and  the  under-sheriffs  may  at  once  cause  it  to  be 
sold  by  any  mode  that  to  the  under-sheriffs  may  seem  most 
likely  to  realize  the  best  price,  as  all  parties  will  be  bene— 

(«)  11  M.  &  W.  694. 
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fited  by  sucli  arrangements.      I  think  you  had  better  ExcH.  of  pieas, 

attend  and  watch  the  sale,  or  appoint  some  person  to  do     ^ '  ^ 

80,  if  it  would  interfere  too  much  with  your  otber  engage-  Att.-Gsn. 

ments ;  and,  as  soon  as  tbe  sales  have  been  effected,  you  Walmslky. 

will  acquaint  me  with  the  full  particulars  thereof,  as  to  the 

precise  amount  realized  in  each  case,  and  bow  sucb  amount 

bad  been  disposed  of,  or  is  proposed  to  be,  by  letter  at  tbe 

foot  hereof. 

"  W.  Dehany. 

"Excise  Office,  September  16th,  1841/' 

"P.  S. — ^You  will  consult  with  the  under-sheriffs,  and  all 
other  parties,  as  to  the  best  mode  of  sale  for  realizing  as 
large  a  sum  as  possible ;  whether  it  is  likely  as  much  will 
be  obtained  by  a  forced  sale,  by  a  public  auction,  as  by 
allowing  Sir  J.  Walmsley  and  Mr.  T.  to  dispose  of  it  in 
the  market  in  the  ordinary  course,  when  a  favourable  op- 
portunity may  present  itself." 

This  letter  was  shewn  to  the  defendant,  and  by  the  con- 
tent of  all  parties,  the  malt  was  delivered  to  him  for  sale, 
sod  was  subsequently  sold  by  him. 

On  the  7th  of  October,  the  following  letter  was  received 
^  the  collector,  and  communicated  to  the  defendant : — 

"  Mr.  Flewker, 

"  Sir, — The  Board  have  had  under  their  consideration 

^^rtain  petitions  presented  to  them  by  the  sureties  and 

^%8ignees  of  the  defendant  (Armitage),  and  have  directed 

^)iat  you  should  immediately  inform  Sir  J.  Walmsley  and 

Afr.  Trueman,  and  also  the  under-sheriffs  of  Lancaster, 

^hat  the  trader's  sureties  and  assignees  having  presented 

^titions  complaining  of  the  Board^s  decision,  and  ques- 

lioning  the  legality  of  th,e  same,  a  case  will  be  prepared 

mid  laid  before  the  Attorney  and  SoUcitor- General ;  and 

until  they  have  given  their  opinion,  no  further  steps  must 
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^*'^*  g^/*'^*"'  be  taken  respecting  the  sale  of  the  malt,  or  the  appropric- 

^ ^ — ^     tion  of  the  proceeds. 

Att.  Gkn.         "  You  vn\l  therefore  communicate  this  minute  at  your 
Walmslbt.    earliest  possible  convenience  to  each  of  the  parties,  and 
afterwards  inform  me  of  your  having  done  so  by  letter 
underneath. 

"  W.  Dehany. 
''Excise  Office,  6th  October,  1841." 

On  the  8th  of  October,  the  defendant  paid  to  the  under- 
sheriflF  the  sum  of  £400,  as  the  balance  due  to  the  Crown 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  after  deducting  the  amount 
of  his  own  lien.  It  did  not  appear  whether  the  sale  was 
made  for  ready  money  or  on  bills ;  and  no  evidence  was 
given  of  any  specific  act  of  appropriation  of  the  proceeds 
by  the  defendant,  prior  to  the  payment  to  the  under- 
sheriff. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the  Crown, 
having  paid  the  money  over  to  him  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  was  bound  by  such  payment,  although  it 
might  have  been  made  under  a  mistake  in  law,  and  could 
not  recover  the  amount  as  money  had  and  received  by  the 
defendant  to  its  use.  A  verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for 
the  Crown,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  _ 
verdict  for  him. 

Kelly  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

The  Attorney-General  (with  whom  were  Jervis  and  /.  — 
Wilde)  now  shewed  cause. — The  doctrine  contended  for-3 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  is,  that  a  payment  made  under-ra 
a  claim  of  right,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  but^ 

under  a  mistake  of  law,  is  binding,  not  only  on  the  sub 

ject,  but  on  the  Crown,  by  the  act  of  its  officer  who  makes  ^ 
the  payment.  That  doctrine  may  be  admitted  as  applicabK 
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to  the  subject,  but  there  is  authority  to  shew  that  there  ^''^*-  «/  Pleas, 
is  no  foDndatioQ  for  it  as  applicable  to  the  Crown.     That  '  ^ 

is  an  important  question,  which,  however,  is  not  raised  by     ^'^'^'  ^bn. 
the  facts  of  this  case,  which  afford  no  evidence  whatever  of    Walmslbt. 
any  payment  made  by  the  Crown  to  the  defendant.     The 
only  piece  of  evidence  which  can  be  at  all  relied  on  as  evi- 
dence of  an  appropriation,  is  the  letter  of  the  16th  of  Sep- 
tember ;  for  there  is  nothing  to  shew,  that  up  to  the  time 
of  the  defendant's  paying  over  to  the  under-sheriff  what 
he  terms  the  balance,  (which  was  after  the  date  of  the 
notice  to  him  that  the  Board  of  Excise  withdrew  their 
previous  assent  to  the  arrangements  for  the  sale  of  the 
malt,  or  the  appropriation  of  the  proceeds),  he  had  himself 
done  any  specific  act  towards  an  appropriation.    [Parke,  6. 
—He  had  no  right  to  appropriate,  because  the  directions 
to  the  collector  were  to  pay  him  individually  his  balance 
as  soon  as  he  had  settled  the  true  amount ;  and  therefore, 
until  the  officer  had  ascertained  the  true  amount,  the  de- 
fendant  had  no  authority  to  make  any  appropriation.] 
Clearly  so.     Besides,  there  is  no  evidence  even  that  the 
defendant  ever  had  any  money  in  his  hands,  out  of  which 
he  could  pay  himself;  it  is  out  of  the  ordinary  course  to 
%ell  so  large  a  quantity  of  goods  of  this  kind  for  ready 
^noney ;  if  it  were  a  bill  transaction,  he  would  have  to 
^^ait  until  the  bills  became  due.     But  even  if  the  sale  was 
£)r  ready  money,  the  defendant  had  no  authority  to  make 
9my  appropriation,   so  as  to  bind  the   Crown,  until  the 
directions  of  the  letter  of  the  16th  September  had  been 
complied  with,  and  the  true  balance  due  to  him  ascer- 
tained.— The  Court  here  called  upon 

Kelly  and  Crompton,  contrk. — It  must  be  recollected  that 
this  is  not  a  proceeding  in  toriy  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
goods,  as  still  the  property  of  the  Crown,  on  the  groimd 
that  the  defendant  had  no  authority  to  sell ;  neither  is  it  a 
proceeding  against  him  for  not  accounting  for  the  pro- 


184  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Bxch.  of  Pleas,  ceeds :  it  is  an  information  for  money  had  and  received. 
^  '  ^     Unless,  therefore,  this  was  a  sale  for  ready  money,  (as  all 
Ait.-Gkn.      gales  must  be  taken  in  point  of  law  to  be,  until  a  credit  be 
Walmslkt.    shewn),  there  is  no  evidence  at  all  to  charge  the  defendant 
in  this  form  of  proceeding;  if,  as  is  suggested,  but  of 
which  there  is  no  evidence,  it  was  a  sale  on  bills,  an  infor- 
mation for  money  had  and  received  would  not  lie  without 
proof  of  payment  of  the  bills.     I^o  authority  was  given 
to  sell  otherwise  than  for  ready  money,  and  the  Court  will 
therefore  assume  that  the  sale  took  place  upon  the  only 
terms  authorized  by  the  Crown,  and  accordingly  that  the 
money  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  appropriation  by  him. 

Then,  in  the  next  place,  the  terms  of  the  letter  of  the 
16th  September  were  a  sufficient  authority  to  the  defend- 
ant to  retain  the  balance  claimed  by  him.  If  it  is  to  be 
said  that  this  agreement  gave  him  no  authority  to  appro- 
priate until  a  settlement  of  the  account  by  the  officer  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown,  then,  again,  the  information  for  money 
had  and  received  will  not  lie,  there  not  having  been  any 
such  settlement.  \_Parke,  B. — ^The  malt,  being  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Crown,  is  put  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant, 
to  be  sold  for  the  best  price  that  can  be  obtained.  The 
Crown  says,  the  proceeds  of  these  goods  belong  to  it,  and 
you  have  no  right  to  retain  any  part  of  the  money,  unlets 
you  shew  some  direction  to  pay  yourself.  Now,  where  is 
there  any  such  direction?  Lord  Abin^er,  C.  B. — ^The 
defendant  has  paid  over  £400  to  the  Crown,  and  therefore 
as  against  him  the  Court  may  consider  that  the  whole  of 
the  goods  have  been  sold,  and  the  money  received;  and 
then  comes  the  question  whether  he  can  retain  it  for  his 
own  use,  which  depends  on  his  authority  to  do  so.]  The 
letter  of  the  16th  of  September  contains  nothing  to  limit 
the  unconditional  allowance  of  the  claims  found  by  the 
inquisition :  and  the  direction  to  Flewker,  to  satisfy  him- 
self as  to  the  correctness  of  the  amounts,  appears  to  be  no 
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more  thaiL  a  mere  directiQii  to  him  to  ascertain  that  the  Exek.  of  piea*, 
wanM  foand  by  the  jury  had  been  correctly  represented,  v  ^^^^'  . 
And  the  latter  part  of  the  letter  amounts  to  an  authority  Att..Gen. 
to  the  collector  to  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  the  Walmslby. 
Crown  merely  requiring  an  account  of  such  disposition ;  and 
to  the  defendant,  on  the  consent  of  the  other  parties  being 
obtained^  to  sel)  the  goods.  Under  the  authority  so  commu* 
nicated  the  sale  was  made;  and  haying  received  the  money 
under  this  agreement  and  authority,  the  defendant  was 
liable  to  the  Crown  only  for  the  excess  beyond  the  amount 
of  his  own  admitted  claim.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  pre* 
dse  amount  of  the  lien  had  not  first  been  completely  as- 
certained»  becaiise  the  agreement  is,  that  the  proceeds 
shall  first  be  applied  to  the  payment  thereo£  The  letter 
states  expressly,  that  the  Board  have  ordered  that  the  de- 
fendant's claim,  as  found  by  the  jury,  shall  be  allowed, 
[Parke,  B. — That  is,  if  the  officer  be  satisfied  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  claim.  The  defendant  was  merely  an 
agent  to  sell  for  the  best  price.]  The  agreement  with 
idm  in  effect  is  this :  sell  the  goods,  and  when  the  account 
is  settled,  you  shall  be  paid  your  claim.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — ^I  am  much  disposed  to  think  that  this  question 
atands  on  higher  ground.  Can  you  shew,  by  any  act  of 
Parliament,  that  the  Board  of  Excise,  or  their  solicitor, 
liad  power  so  to  bind  the  Crown?  In  certain  defined 
cases,  perhaps,  they  may ;  but  this  is  a  case  in  which  it  is 
obvions  that  they  were  not  aware,  when  they  issued  that 
order,  of  aU  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  law  would 
have  been  the  same  in  the  case  of  ordinary  individuals ; 
I  do  not  raise  any  question  now  about  the  law  as  it 
affects  the  Crown.  Suppose  a  case  in  which  they  had  as- 
certained, after  they  made  that  communication,  that  there 
were  other  claimants  on  the  goods,  and  that  they  had  no 
power  so  to  appropriate  them.]  All  the  facts  appear  to 
have  been  known  to  them ;  it  was  the  law  only  of  which 
they  were  ignorant.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  letter  of 
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Exch.  of  Plea*,  revocation  states,  that  since  the  letter  of  the  16th  of  Sep- 


1843. 


tember,  they  had  received  petitions  from  the  sureties  and 
Att.-Gkn.     assignees  of  Armitage,  which  led  them  to  alter  their  former 
Walmsi  ey.     order.] 

Parke,  B. — At  the  time  when  the  defendant  was  em- 
ployed to  sell  the  goods,  nothing  was  said  about  his  re- 
taining his  debt ;  he  was  employed  only  as  a  means  of 
obtaining  the  best  price  for  them.  Then  he  was  bound  to 
account  to  the  Crown  for  the  proceeds ;  being  employed 
only  as  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  he  was  entitled 
only  to  the  expenses  of  the  sale.  He  was  entitled  to  be 
paid  the  amount  of  his  debt,  only  in  case  the  Crown  were 
satisfied  it  was  due;  until  that  satisfaction,  he  had  no 
interest  by  the  act  of  the  Crown.  There  is  no  agreement 
with  him  that  he  shall  retain  any  specific  sum  for  himself; 
that  remains  to  be  adjusted.  He  sold,  no  doubt,  in  the 
expectation  that  he  had  a  lien,  and  that  his  lien  was  to  be 
paid  ;  but  he  cannot  retain  any  part  of  the  proceeds  against 
the  Crown,  unless  he  had  a  good  lien  against  the  Crown, 
or  unless  they  have  done  something  to  appropriate  the 
proceeds  to  him.  Now,  he  has  no  claim  by  law;  he  must 
rest,  therefore,  upon  the  ground  that  the  Crown  has  mis- 
takenly paid  him.  Had  they  done  so,  the  question  would 
have  arisen  whether  the  Crown  could  recover  back  a  pay- 
ment made  in  ignorance  of  the  law ;  but  in  order  that  that 
question  may  arise,  it  is  essential  to  shew  that  a  payment  has 
been  made ;  and  here  it  is  clear  the  Crown  never  meant  to 
pay  all  the  defendant's  claim,  but  only  so  much  as  the 
ofiScer,  having  investigated  the  amount,  found  to  be  due. 
Until  the  act  is  done  whereby  the  amount  is  ascertained, 
no  part  of  the  fund  belongs  to  the  defendant.  Now,  the 
ofiScer  never  has  allowed  the  claim ;  and  even  if  he  had 
done  so,  without  first  investigating  the  account,  he  would 
have  done  so  without  authority.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
question  is  so  plain  and  clear,  as  not  to  admit  of  a  doubt. 
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Lord  Abinoeb^  C.  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     I  Exch.  of  pieas, 

thought  it  appeared  to  he   a  hard  case  on  Sir  Joshaa  N.Jlf^fl^ 

Walmsley;  hut  the  question  Hes  in  a  very  narrow  com-  Att.-Gbn. 

pass,  and  I  think  there  is  no  room  for  doubt  upon  it.  Walmsley. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe^  B,,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


C. 


Edge  v.  Pemberton.  Nov,  22. 


'OVENANT. — The  declaration  set  forth  a  demise  by  in  an  action  on 
J.  G.  Evetts  to  one  Samuel  Pemberton,  his  executors,  ad-  keep^demised 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  of  the  premises  in  question,  and  premises  in 
a  covenant  therein  contained,  by  the  said  Samuel  Pember-  order  and  re- 
ton,  to  repair  and  keep  the  said  premises  in  tcnantable  end  of  the  term 
order  and  repair,  and  at  the  end  of  the  term  to  yield  them  u*!,'!^  ^''Jch  ^e" 
up  in  auch  tenantable  repair :  it  then  stated,  that  all  the  nantabie  repair, 

'  ^       ^  the  breach 

estate  and  interest  of  the  said  Samuel  Pemberton  vested  assigned  was, 
in  the  defendant  by  assignment;  that  the  plaintiff  became  ant  did  not  n"or' 
seised  in  fee  of  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  said  demise :  ^°"1?  *"®". 

^  '    ciently  repair 

and  alleged  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  "  did  not  nor  *nd  keep  the 

ii/v«>i  •  Ti  1  •!  ®**^  messuages 

would  sufficiently  support,  repair,  and  keep  the  said  mes-  &c.  in  tenant- 
suages  and  premises  in  tenantable  order  and  repair,  nor  ™air Ifor*"** 
yield  up  the  same  in  such  tenantable  repair  at  the  end  of  deliver  them  up 

in  such  tenant- 

the  said  term,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  suffered  and  per-  able  repair  at 
milted  the  said  messuages  Sec.  to  be  and  continue,  and  term%tt/,  on 
the  same  were,  during  all  that  time,  ruinous,  prostrate,  '**  ^*^*^^"^ 
fallen  down,  and  in  great  decay,  for  want  of  needful  and  ed  and  per- 

_,_.  -    ntitied  the  pre- 

necessary  reparations,  sec,  and  the  defendant,  at  the  end  mises  to  be  and 
of  the  said  term,  left  the  said  premises  so  out  of  repair  as  ^he"amc  iere 

ruinous  and  in 
decay,/or  want  of  needful  and  necessary  reparations,  &c.,  and  the  defendant,  at  the  end  of  the 
tenn,  left  them  so  out  of  repair:  — fTe/rf,  that,  under  thii  breach,  the  lessor  could  not  recover 
for  voluntary  waste,  a9,  by  removing  windows  &c. 
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jsjtc*.  0/  Pleats  aforesaid.    There  was  a  general  plea  of  performance,  on 

'   ^     which  issue  was  joined. 

Edgb  At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinaer,  C.  B.,  at  the  last 

Pembbrton.    Warwick  assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  breach  of  covenant 

complained  of  consisted  in  part  of  the  defendant's  having, 

shortly  before  the  expiration  of  his  term,  removed  and 

carried  away  certain  windows   and  window-frames  from 

some  new  buildings  which  he  had  erected  in  lieu  of  old 

ones,  on  the  demised  premises.     It  was  contended  for  the 

defendant,  that  this  being  voluntary  waste,  the   plaintiff 

could  not  recover  for  it  under  the  terms  of  the  breach, 

which  related  to  permissive  waste  only.     The  plaintiff  had 

a  verdict  for  £336,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 

reduce  the  damages  by  £115,  the  amount  of  the  damage 

occasioned  in  the  manner  above  mentioned. 

W.  T.  S.  Daniell  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 
or  for  a  new  trial,  citing  Doe  d.  Dalton  v.  Jones  (c), 

Hytt  and  Miller  now  shewed  cause. — The  breach  in  this 
case  undoubtedly  points  rather  at  disrepair  from  lapse  of 
time  and  want  of  reparation.  But  the  question  is,  will  not 
the  covenant  support  an  action  for  voluntary  waste  ?  and  if 
it  will,  is  there  anything  in  the  breach  to  narrow  the  effect 
of  the  covenant?  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  real  com- 
plaint is,  that  the  defendant  has  delivered  up  the  premises 
in  an  untenantable  state,  because  he  has  taken  out  the 
windows ;  but  that  is  not  alleged  in  the  breach.]  The  sub- 
stantial breach  is,  that  he  has  delivered  them  in  an  un- 
tenantable state  of  repair ;  and  the  evidence  shews  that  he 
has  done  so.  In  Harris  v.  Mantle  (i),  where  the  breach 
assigned  was,  that  the  defendant  had  not  used  the  farm  in 
a  husbandlike  manner,  but  on  the  contrary  had  committed 
waste,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  shew  that  the 

{a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  126.  (6)  3  T.  R.  307. 
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farm  had  been  used  by  the  defendant  in  an  unhusbandlike  ^*<?*-  o/Pieas, 
manner,  unless  the  manner  of  using  it  amounted  to  waste.  - 

But  there  the  covenant  was  so  vague,  that  a  breach  in  the  ^dqe, 
terms  of  it  gave  no  information  to  the  tenant.  This  is  a  Pbmbebton. 
breach  of  the  covenant  to  give  up  the  premises  in  tenantable 
repair.  It  would  have  been  sufficient  to  negative  a  perform- 
ance of  the  covenant  in  its  terms ;  and  though  that  is  not 
done  here,  the  breach  is  substantially  a  complaint  that  the 
premises  were  delivered  up  in  a  condition  inconsistent  with 
the  covenant. 

Dofdett  and  MeUar,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  rule  must  be  absolute.  If 
nothing  had  been  stated,  except  merely  to  negative  per- 
formance of  the  covenant  in  its  terms,  and  the  issue  had 
been  taken  on  that,  it  would  have  been  taken  to  be  a  breach 
to  the  full  extent  of  the  covenant ;  but  when  the  plaintiff 
goes  on  to  add  the  words,  "  but  on  the  contrary,  suffered 
and  permitted  "  the  premises  to  be  out  of  repair,  he  makes 
that  allegation  specific  which  before  is  general  and  uncer- 
tain, and  is  bound  by  it. 

Parke,  B. — The  terms  of  the  breach  are  clearly  too 
narrow  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  respect  of 
voluntary  waste. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  reduce  the  damages  (a). 

(a)  See  AfarHn  v.  Gilham,  7  Ad.  &  £11.  540;  1  Ncv.  &  P.  568. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1843. 

Nov.  23. 
The  CourU  at 
Westminiter 
have  no  autho- 
rity to  set  a«ide 
an  award  made 
in  an  action 
depending  in 
the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas, 
at  Lancaster, 
and  referred  by 
order  of  Nisi 
Prius. 

A  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  in 
a  cause  tried  in 
the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas, 
at  Lancaster, 
may  qf  right  be 
made,  under 
the  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  62,  s.  26, 
to  any  of  the 
Courts  at 
Westminster ; 
the  regulation, 
that  it  shall  be 
made  to  the 
Court  in  which 
the  Judge  sits 
who  tried  the 
cause,  is  one  of 
convenience 
only. 


PlUMLEY  V.  IsHEftWOOD. 

HjRLE  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  award 
made  by  the  arbitrator  in  this  case^  which  was  au  actiou 
brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  at  Lancaster^  and 
referred  by  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  should  not  be  set  aside. 

Parke,  B. — We  have  no  authority  to  entertain  the 
application.  The  statute  (a)  applies  only  to  cases  where 
there  has  been  a  verdict  or  nonsuit  in  that  Court 

Rule  refused  (6). 


(fl)  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  G2,  8.  26  ; 
which  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  law- 
ful for  any  i>arty,  in  any  action 
now  depending,  or  hereafter  to  be 
depending  in  the  said  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster,  to  ap- 
ply, by  motion,  to  any  one  of  the 
superior  Courts  at  Westminster,  sit- 
ting in  Banco,  within  such  period  of 
time  after  the  trial  as  motions  of  the 
like  kind  shall  from  time  to  time  be 
permitted  to  be  made  in  the  supe- 
rior Court,  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  a  new  trial  should  not  be 
granted,  or  a  nonsuit  set  aside  and 
a  new  trial  had,  or  a  verdict  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  or  a 
nonsuit  entered,  as  the  case  may 
be,  in  such  action,  which  Court  is 
hereby  authorized  and  empowered 
to  grant  or  refuse  such  rule,  and 
afterwards  to  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  the  merits  thereof,  and 
to  make  such  orders  thereupon  as 
the  same  Court  shall  think  proper. 

(b)  In  another  case,  o^  Smethurst 
V.  Taylor,  which  was  tried  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Lan- 
caster, before  Cre8swell,J,,  Martin, 
before  moving  for  a  new  trial  in  this 
Court,  reminded  the  Court,  (on  the 
3rd  of  November),  that  shortly  af- 
ter the  passing  of  the  stat.  4  &  5 


Will.  4,  c.  62,  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice had  stated  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  that  such  motions  should 
be  made  to  the  Court  to  which  the 
Judge  belonged  who  tried  the  cause ; 
[see  1  C. M.  &  R  704,  n.  (a) ;]  but 
that,  in  this  instance,  the  effect  of 
adhering  to  that  resolution  would 
be,  that  a  stranger  to  the  cause 
must  move  for  the  new  trial,  inas- 
much as  a  Serjeant  only  could  be 
heard  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas. 

Ilie  Court  intimated  that  the 
rule  so  promulgated  was  one  of 
convenience  only,  but  said  they 
would  mention  the  matter  to  the 
other  Judges ;  and  on  the  follow- 
ing day, 

Parke,  B.,  said — What  was  said 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Queen's  Bench,  on  this  subject, 
had  reference  merely  to  conveni- 
ence, and  was  not  meant  to  be  obli- 
gatory. In  this  case,  the  party  who 
intends  to  move  is  not  bound  to 
employ  a  scrjeant,  merely  because 
the  cause  was  tried  by  a  Judge  of 
the  Common  Pleas;  the  motion 
may  be  made  either  in  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  or  in  this  Court. 

The  motion  was  accordingly 
made  in  this  Court. 
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Ejch,  of  Pleas, 
1843. 

Fo&STER  and  Others^  Assignees  ofWM.  Smith  Batson,       Nov.n, 
John  Wilson,  and  John  Langhorn,   Bankrupts,  v, 
Wilson  and  Another. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  W.  S.  The  defendants, 
Batson,  J.  Wilson,  and  J.  Langhorn,  bankrupts,  to  recover  for  mon"ey  ad^- 
oertain  monies  amounting  to  £330,  with  interest  from  the  onXl/blnkT 
7th  April,  1841,  alleged  to  have  been  due  and  owing  by  Jng  account  by 

^,       _^,  _  n^i/.  i-ii  ^^*^'  bankers, 

the  defendants  to  Batson  &  Co.  before  their  bankruptcy,  who  subse- 
npon  a  balance  of  the  defendants'  banking  account,  for  bankrupt  "c"* 
money  lent  and  advanced  to  the  defendants  by  the  bank-  ^^\^^  ^'^®™ 

•^  *'  their  customers, 

mpts  before  their  bankruptcy.  on  the  day  on 

The  defendants  pleaded  a  plea  of  set-off  and  mutual  stopped  pay. 
credit,  by  reason  of  eighty  promissory  notes  of  £5  each,  da*y  following, 
made  by  the  bankrupts,  payable  to  bearer  on  demand,  and  *>."^  without  no- 
bon&  fide  received  by  the  defendants,  who  became  the  bankruptcy, 
bearers  of  and  gave  credit  for  the  same  before  the  date  or  docket  had*"^ 
issuing  of  the  fiat,  without  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy,  certain  *£?' 
The  replication  took  issue  on  this  plea,  and  the  facts  of  notes  of  the 

bank,  payable 

the  case  were  submitted  by  a  judge's  order  for  the  opinion  to  bearer  on 
of  this  Court  in  the  following  case :—  pa™men[  o"  an" 

tecedent  debts, 

Messrs.  Batson,  Wilson,  &  Langhorn  carried  on  business  ^"J^t^a  °J)fg" 
m  Berwick-upon-Tweed  as  bankers  in  co-partnership  up  were  to  debit 

themselves 

to  December,  1841,  under  the  firm  of  Batson,  Berry,  &  with  so  much 
Langhorn,  and  their  banking  establishment  was  called  The  ghouid'rewWc 
Tweed  Bank.     The  defendants  carried  on  the  business  of  ^f**"*  the  as- 

signees  for  such 

ironmongers  in  the  same  town.  notes.    They 

The  bankrupts  being  in   insolvent  circumstances,  on  during  the 
Saturday  the  4th  of  December,  1841,  came  to  the  resolu-  X^r5p5  no'tes 

of  the  bank,  for 
which  tbej  were  to  pay  so  much  only  as  they  should  receive  from  the  assignees  for  such  notes. 
Ad  action  having  been  brought  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts  against  the  defendants  for 
money  lent  by  the  bankrupts  before  their  bankruptcy : — Heidf  that  the  defendants  had  a  bene- 
ftdal  interest  in  the  first-mentioned  class  of  notes,  and  were  therefore  entitled  to  set  them  off ; 
bat  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  set  off  the  last-mentioned  class,  as  they  held  them  merely  as 
tmttees  for  others. 

VOL.  XII.  O  M.  W. 
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Bxch,  ofPieoit  tion  of  stopping  payment,  and  of  not  opening  the  doors  of 
^     the  bank  for  business  on  Monday  the  6th  of  December, 
FoRSTEB       1841,  but  this  was  not  known  to  the  defendants  prior  to 
Wilson.       the  issuing  of  the  fiat  hereinafter  mentioned. 

Up  to  the  morning  of  Monday,  the  6th  of  December, 
the  confidence,  not  only  of  the  defendants,  but  of  the  public 
generally,  in  Messrs.  Batson  &  Co.  was  unlimited,  and  not 
the  smallest  doubt  of  their  solvency  existed.  On  that 
morning,  however,  by  their  directions,  the  outer  door  of 
the  banking-house  and  the  lower  half  shutters  of  the  bank- 
ing-house windows  at  Berwick  were  not  opened  at  the 
usual  hour,  ten  o'clock.  Both  the  defendants  were  in  the 
country  previous  to  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  Mon- 
day the  6th  of  December,  the  usual  hour  of  opening  the 
bank :  one  of  them,  William  Wilson,  did  not  return  to 
Berwick  till  half-past  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  that 
day,  the  usual  hour  of  shutting  the  bank  doors  being  three 
o'clock  in  the  afternoon ;  the  other  defendant,  John  Wilson, 
did  not  return  to  Berwick  till  the  night  of  Friday  the  10th 
of  December.  During  their  absence  their  business  was 
carried  on  in  the  usual  manner  by  their  shopman  and  as- 
sistants, who,  shortly  after  eleven  o'clock  on  the  6th  of 
December,  saw  the  printed  notice  hereinafter  set  forth. 
About  eleven  o'clock  of  Monday,  the  6th  of  December,  a 
handbill,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy,  was  printed  and 
distributed  throughout  Berwick,  and  a  copy  was  left  at 
defendants'  shop,  and  seen  by  their  shopman  : — 

"  Tweed  Bank.  Messrs.  Batson,  Berry,  &  Co.  beg  to  inform 
the  public,  that,  owing  to  unavoidable  circumstances,  they 
are  obliged  to  suspend  payment.    6th  December,  1841." 

A  copy  of  this  notice  was  seen  by  the  defendant  William 
Wilson,  for  the  first  time,  on  the  same  afternoon,  about 
half-past  three  o'clock ;  but  a  shopman  of  the  said  defend- 
ant, by  desire  of  a  friend,  left  Berwick  on  horseback  imme- 
diately after  the  report  was  prevalent  that  the  Tweed 
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Bank  had  suspeuded  payment^  and  met  his  master^  the  Exch,  qf  Pleat, 
said  defendant  William  Wilson,  about  two  o'clock  in  the  '   ^ 

afternoon,  near  Chirnside,  in  Scotland,  about  nine  miles  Forster 
ddstant  from  Berwick,  and  informed  him  of  the  said  report,  Wilson. 
and  that  he  had  followed  him  at  his  friend's  desire.  No 
copjr  of  the  printed  notice  was  seen  by  the  other  defend- 
ant John  Wilson  till  Friday  evening  the  10th  of  December. 
Neither  Mr.  Batson  nor  Mr.  Wilson  (the  bankrupts)  was 
in  the  bank  on  Monday  the  6th  day  of  December,  but 
the  upper  half  shutters  of  the  window  were  open,  and  the 
clerks  remained  in  the  bank.  Mr.  Langhom,  one  of  the 
bankrupts,  was  in  the  dwelling-house  attached  to  the  bank, 
and  did  not  leave  his  bed  until  twelve  o'clock  at  noon  of 
that  day.  He  did  not  afterwards  go  into  the  bank,  but 
the  clerks  of  the  bankrupts  were  there.  Neither  the  outer 
door  of  the  banking-house  nor  the  under  half  shutters  of 
the  bank  were  opened  as  usual ;  and  four  or  five  creditors 
of  the  bankrupts  called  at  the  bank  during  the  day,  to  all 
of  whom  Mr.  Langhom,  by  his  express  directions,  was 
denied  by  his  servants,  but  some  of  them  had  interviews 
with  the  clerks  of  the  bankrupts.  None  of  the  above  facts, 
however,  were  known  to  either  of  the  defendants  till  after 
four  o'clock  of  the  afternoon  of  the  8th  of  December. 

[The  case  then  contained  a  statement  of  facts  as  to  the 
defendants  having  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  having 
been  committed  before  the  date  of  the  fiat ;  but,  as  the 
Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  fact  of  such  notice  was  not 
brought  home  to  the  defendants,  it  is  omitted.] 

On  the  morning  of  the  8th  of  December,  1841,  a  docket 
was  struck  against  Messrs.  Batson  &  Co.,  and  on  the  same 
afternoon  a  fiat  was  issued,  under  which  they  were  de- 
clared bankrupts  on  the  11th  of  the  same  month. 

The  defendants  were  indebted  to  the  bankrupts  jointly 
in  the  sum  of  866/.  Ss.  4d.  upon  the  balance  of  their  bank- 
ing account,  for  money  advanced  to  them  at  various  times, 
and  interest  thereon  up  to  and  including  the  7th  of  De- 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  cember^  1841.     The  sum  of  536/.  Ss.  4d,  hns,  siace  the 
1843.^     bankruptcy,  and  before  the  action,  been  paid  to  the  as- 


FoRsTER  signees,  leaving  a  balance  of  £336  and  interest  (if  the  notes 
Wilson.  after  mentioned  are  not  a  good  set-off)  only  due  to  them. 
Against  this  balance  the  defendants  claimed  to  set  off 
promissory  notes  (called  Tweed  Bank  notes)  of  the  bank- 
ing firm,  payable  to  bearer  on  demand,  and  received  by 
the  defendants  at  the  times  and  under  the  circumstances 
hereafter  set  forth. 

[The  case  then  set  forth  nine  classes  of  notes,  but  the  first 
five  classes  were  notes  which  had  been  received  by  the  de- 
fendants in  band  fide  payment  of  antecedent  debts,  and  for 
goods  sold,  without  notice  (as  was  ultimately  admitted)  oi 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  having  been  committed,  and  conse- 
quently all  question  as  to  them  was  abandoned  by  the 
plaintiffs'  counsel  at  the  commencement  of  the  argument, 
the  Court  having  expressed  a  strong  opinion  that  no  notice 
was  established  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  case.] 

The  sixth  class  was  that  of  five  £5  notes  of  the  Tweed. 
Bank  received  by  the  defendants  between  the  hours  of  ten^ 
and  half-past  two  of  the  6th  of  December,  1841,  from  va — 
rious  customers,  in  part  payment  of  antecedent  debts,  on  th^' 
condition  that  the  defendants  were  to  debit  themselves  witlk 
so  much  only  as  they  sJumld  receive  from  the  assignees  for 
such  notes. 

The  seventh  class  applied  to  five  other  £&  notes  received 
by  the  defendants  between  the  hours  of  half-past  two  of 
the  6th  of  December  and  four  o^clock  in  the  afternoon  <tf 
the  7th  of  December,  in  part  payment  of  antecedent  debts, 
upon  similar  conditions  to  those  mentioned  in  the  sixth. 

The  eighth  class  was  as  to  five  other  notes  received  by 
the  defendants  between  ten  and  half-past  two  o'clock  of 
the  6th  of  December,  for  which  the  defendants  were  to  pay 
so  much  only  as  they  should  receive  from  the  assignees  for 
such  last-mentioned  notes. 

And  the  ninth  applied  to  five  other  notes  received  by 
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the  defendants  between  half-past  two  on  the  6th  of  De-  Exch.  of  PUas, 
cember  and  four  o'clock  on  the  7th  of  December,  under  the     .    ^^^'  . 
same  circumstances  as  the  eighth  class.  Forster 

'Hie  plaintiffs  insist,  that  the  defendants  have  no  right       v^ilson. 
to  set  off  any  of  such  notes,  except  those  which  were  in 
thdr  possession  before  ten  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the 
Sth  of  December. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  all  or  any  part  of  the 
said  balance.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the 
affirmative,  the  plaintiffs  are  to  have  judgment  by  confes- 
non  for  such  amount  as  the  Court  think  them  entitled  to 
receive,  with  interest.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in 
die  negative,  a  nolle  prosequi  is  to  be  entered.  The  Court 
is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  inference  which  a  jury 
ought  in  their  opinion  to  draw,  and  to  make  any  amend- 
ment  in  the  pleadings  they  may  think  necessary. 

Waison,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  defendants  had  no  right 
of  setoff  in  respect  of  any  of  these  notes.  [Parker  B. — 
Unless  the  defendants  had  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
having  been  committed,  they  had  a  clear  right  to  set  off 
the  notes  contained  in  the  first  five  classes,  which  were 
notes  received  in  bonft  fide  payment  of  antecedent  debts, 
and  for  goods  sold  in  the  regular  course  of  business.]  It 
must  be  admitted  that  it  is  doubtful,  upon  the  facts  stated, 
whether  they  had  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  having 
been  committed,  and  it  is  certainly  not  expressly  found 
in  the  case.  [Parke,  B. — There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
defendants  would  have  a  right  of  set-off,  unless  notice  be 
clearly  shewn.]  Then,  as  to  those  classes  of  notes  which 
depend  upon  different  circumstances;  the  sixth  and  seventh 
classes  (which  are  substantially  the  same)  relate  to  notes 
received  by  the  defendants  in  part  payment  of  antecedent 
debts,  on  the  condition  that  the  defendants  were  to  debit 
themselves  with  so  much  only  as  they  should  receive  for 
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Ejch,  qf  Pleas,  them  from  the  assignees.  .Those  notes  cannot  be  set  off. 


1843. 


as  no  consideration  passed  on  receipt  of  them  from  the  de- 
FoRSTSB  fendants ;  for  the  debts  remained  equally  due  to  them,  and 
Wilson.  it  amounted  at  the  utmost  to  an  agreement,  without  con- 
sideration, to  suspend  payment  until  they  ascertained  what 
they  could  obtain  from  the  assignees.  They  were  in  fact 
mere  trustees  for  the  parties  from  whom  they  received 
them.  The  right  of  set-off  depends  upon  the  50th  section 
of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  That  section  enacts,  "  that,  where 
there  has  been  mutual  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  and 
any  other  person,  or  where  there  are  mutual  debts  between^ 
the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person,  the  commissioners 
shall  state  the  account  between  them,  and  one  debt  or  de- 
mand may  be  set  against  anotlier,  notwithstanding  anj 
prior  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  such  bankmp'^ 
before  the  credit  given  to,  or  the  debt  contracted  by,  hint 
and  what  shall  appear  due  on  either  side  on  the  balance  cz 
such  account,  and  no  more,  shall  be  claimed  or  paid  O'^^ 
either  side  respectively,  and  every  debt  or  demand  hereby 
made  proveable  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  maa 
also  be  set  off  in  manner  aforesaid  against  such  estate 
Now,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  debt  set  off  must  be  bona 
fide  the  debt  of  the  party  setting  it  off.  In  Lackington  ~i 
Coombes  (a),  where,  to  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a  banls 
rupt  for  the  price  of  a  phaeton,  for  which  the  defendant 
had  agreed  to  pay  ready  money,  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
set-off  in  respect  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  one  Har- 
land,  accepted  by  the  bankrupt,  and  indorsed  by  Harland 
to  the  defendant,  to  which  the  plaintiffs  replied,  that,  after 
the  bill  was  dishonoured,  Harland  indorsed  it  to  the  de- 
fendant without  consideration,  in  trust  that  the  defendant 
should  purchase  the  phaeton  of  the  bankrupt,  hand  it  over 
to  Harland,  and  fraudulently  attempt  to  set  off  the  bill 
against   the  price  of  the   phaeton;  that  replication  was 

(a)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  71  ;  8  Scott,  312. 
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held  to  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  claim  of  set-off.   Now,  Exch,  of  PUat, 
there  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  was  a  debt  due  from  the  '   ^ 

defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  phaeton,  and  that  the  Forster 
defendant  could  have  maintained  an  action  on  the  bill  of  Wilson. 
exchange  against  the  plaintiffs.  That  case  is  not  so  strong 
as  the  present.  Here  the  notes  were  not  delivered  as 
payment  of  an  antecedent  debt,  but  on  condition  that  the 
defendants  should  debit  themselves  with  so  much  only  as 
they  should  receive  from  the  assignees,  and  the  notes  could 
not  be  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  parties  till  the  money 
was  actually  received.  It  was  a  mere  collateral  security  to 
the  defendants.  They  were  mere  agents  of  the  parties 
who  delivered  the  notes  to  them.  The  defendants^  remedy 
against  the  parties  was  not  to  be  suspended — and  they 
might  have  sued  their  debtors  the  next  day  for  the  amount 
of  their  debts.  There  was  no  contract  that  the  liability 
for  the  debts  should  be  suspended  in  whole  or  in  part. 
They  were  not  the  bona  fide  holders  of  the  notes  for  the 
purposes  of  set-off,  and  there  was  no  mutual  credit  in 
respect  of  them  between  the  defendants  and  the  bank- 
rupts. The  case  of  Fair  v.  M'lver  {a)  is  precisely  in 
point.  There  third  persons,  holding  the  acceptance  of  a 
trader  who  was  known  to  be  in  bad  circumstances,  agreed 
with  the  defendants,  as  a  mode  of  covering  the  amount  of 
the  bill,  that  it  should  be  indorsed  to  them,  and  that  they 
should  purchase  goods  of  the  trader,  which  were  to  be  paid 
for  by  a  bill  at  three  months'  date,  or  made  equal  to  cash 
in  three  months,  (before  which  time  the  trader's  acceptance 
would  be  due),  but  without  communication  to  the  trader 
that  they  were  the  holders  of  his  acceptance ;  and  it  was 
held,  that,  the  trader  having  become  bankrupt,  and  his  as- 
signees having  brought  assumpsit  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendants,  the  latter 
could  not  set  off  the  bankrupt's  acceptance,  which  they  did 

(a)   16  East,  130. 
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Erc'j.  af  plta>,  Dot  hold  ID  their  own  right,  but  in  effect  for  sach 
^_lf^^  persons.  [Parte,  B.— I  think  Bayley,  3.,  put  that  ca 
FoB.cTKit  the  ground  that  the  defendants  held  the  bill  mere 
Vusov.  trustees  for  the  parties  who  handed  it  over  to  tl 
Yes ;  that  they  irere  not  the  bonfi  fide  holder*  of  th< 
but  held  it  merely  as  trustees,  andj  as  such,  coqU 
set  it  off  against  a  demand  upon  them  in  their  own  r 
and  could  not  have  proved  the  amount  of  the  bill  i 
the  commission  as  a  debt  doe  to  them.  The  questi< 
were  these  notes  received  on  the  credit  of  the  bank  ?  t 
is  submitted  that  they  clearly  were  not.  They  were  n< 
ceJTed  as  payment,  but  for  a  collosive  and  fraudulent 
pose,  that  of  enabling  the  parties  to  get  full  value  for  1 
With  respect  to  the  eighth  and  ninth  classes  of  notes, 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  them ;  for  the  defendants  dii 
even  receive  them  as  security  for  the  payment  of  ai 
dent  debts,  but  merely  as  trnstees  to  pay  to  the  owni 
them  so  much  as  they  should  receive  for  them  firoE 
assignees.  The  parties  might  have  recovered  them 
immediately.  It  is  impossible  to  contend  that  th< 
fendants  can  have  any  right  of  set-off  in  respect  of  I 
[Parke,  B. — There  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  propei 
the  notes  vested  in  them.] 

Martin,  contrk. — The  defendants  are  entitled  to  a 
both  classes  of  notes.  Unless  a  party  has  notice  of  a 
of  bankruptcy,  the  title  of  the  assignees  accrues  only 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  and  they  are  bound  by  all  the 
ties  of  the  bankrupt,  and  stand  in  the  same  situation 
would  have  stood,  except  as  to  any  case  of  fraudulent  p: 
ence.  It  is  also  a  well-known  principle  of  the  bankmp 
that  a  creditor,  although  he  knows  his  debtor  to  be  i 
solvent  circnmstances  and  hkely  to  become  bankrupt, 
right  to  obtain  payment  of  hia  debt  in  full  if  he  can 
therefore,  he  may  so  obtain  payment  of  his  whole  de 
cannot  be  deemed  fraudulent  in  him  to  obtain  it  thi 
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the  means  of  bank  notes^  and  to  transfer  the  liabilities  of  the  Bxch.  rfpieat, 
bankrupt  to  another,  and  place  that  other  in  the  same  situa-     .      _*  ^ 
tion  as  himself.    The  bankers,  by  sending  their  notes  into       Forstbr 
the  world,  profess  to  treat  them  as  of  fall  value,  like  so       Wilsox. 
many  sovereigns,  and  the  assignees  cannot  consider  them 
in  any  other  light.  That  such  is  the  true  character  of  bank 
notes^  appears  from  the  judgment  of  Hobroyd,  J.,  in  Woo^ 
kg  V.  P^le  (a).  That  learned  judge  there  quotes  the  words 
ci  Lord  Mansfield  in  Miller  v.  Race  {b),  who,  in  speaking 
of  bank  notes,  says,  ^'  They  are  not  goods,  nor  securities, 
nor  documents  for  debts,  nor  are  so  esteemed,  but  are 
treated  as  money ^  as  cash^  in  the  ordinary  course  and  trans- 
action of  business,  by  the  general  consent  of  mankind.^' 
If  that  is  so  in  the  ordinary  transactions  of  business, 
how  much  more  must  it  be  so  as  against  parties  deal- 
ing with  them  and  issuing  them  as  cash.     The  law  has 
stamped  money  as  being  the  property  of  the  possessor, 
and  all  the  world  has  a  right  to  deal  with  the  possessor 
of  it  as  having  the  property  in  it.     That  is  the  view 
taken  by  Holroyd,  J.,  in  Wookey  v.  Pole ;  "  that  not  only 
money  itself  may  pass,  and  the  right  to  it  may  arise  by 
currency  alone,  but,  further,  that  these  mercantile  instru- 
ments, which  entitle  the  bearer  of  them  to  money,  may 
also  pass,  and  the  right  to  them  may  arise  in  like  manner 
by  currency  or  delivery.''  If  these  notes  are  money,  and  to 
be  treated  as  money,  then  the  right  in  them  passed  by  de- 
livery to  the  defendants ;  and  it  is  clear  that  they  had  a 
right  to  obtain,  if  they  could,  20s.  in  the  pound  for  them, 
and  may  set  them  off  against  any  debt  owing  from  them 
to  the  bankers.   In  Hawkins  v.  JVhitten  (c),  it  was  held,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  of  certain  bankers,  that 
a  party  has  a  right  to  set  off  notes  of  such  bankers  taken 
by  him  after  he  knew  that  they  had  stopped  payment,  but 
before  he  knew  that  they  had  committed  an  act  of  bank- 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  10.  (c)  10  B.  &  Cr.  217 ;  5  M.  &  R. 

(h)  1  Burr.  452.  211). 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  ruptcy.  £ay fey,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
^  there  says,  "  It  may  be  true,  and  is,  that  he  took  these 
FoRSTER  notes  for  the  very  purpose  of  making  them  the  subject  of 
Wilson.  his  set-off,  and  of  getting,  in  substance,  20s.  in  the  pound 
upon  these  notes ;  but,  as  this  has  not  been  prohibited,  we 
cannot  say  it  is  illegal."  The  ordinary  principle  of  law 
shews  the  transaction  to  be  legal,  and  as  such  it  cannot  be 
said  to  be  fraudulent.  There  can  be  no  fraud  in  a  man 
obtaining  208.  in  the  pound  if  he  can.  The  law  encourages 
diligence  in  recovering  debts,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
compel  him  to  lie  by,  and  come  in  in  the  same  situation 
as  other  creditors  who  have  been  less  diligent.  As  to 
the  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  case  of  Fair  v.  M'lver  can  be  supported ;  for 
the  judges  differ  as  to  the  grounds  of  their  judgments,  and 
in  that  case  the  defendants  obtained  the  bill  in  a  legitimate 
manner,  namely,  in  payment  for  ropes  that  they  had  bought 
from  Perry  feFirmiston,  the  parties  from  whom  they  received 
the  bill.  Bayley,  J.,  commences  his  judgment  by  saying 
that  the  case  was  not  free  from  difficulties,  but  that  on  the 
whole  he  thought  the  verdict  was  right,  and  the  case  was 
put  by  him  as  if  it  was  a  defence  by  the  bankrupt  himself. 
[Parke,  B. — The  bill  in  that  case  would  not  suit  the  spe- 
cies of  contract  on  which  the  iron  was  sold  to  the  defend- 
ants.] It  would  not,  and  Lord  Ellenborough  put  the  case  on 
that  ground  amongst  others.  And  Bayley,  J.,  says,  '^  that 
the  defendants  could  not  have  sworn  that  Wilson  (the 
bankrupt)  was  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  them  upon  the 
bill."  Now,  could  it  be  said  here  that  the  defendants 
could  not  swear  that  there  was  a  debt  due  to  them  on 
this  bill  ?  Certainly  not.  On  the  face  of  it,  Fair  v.  M^Iver 
is  not  that  well-considered  case  as  to  entitle  it  to  much 
weight.  The  bankrupt  law  has  been  better  understood 
since;  and  in  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Brundrett  (a),  Parke,  J., 

(c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  289 :  2  Nov.  &  M  280. 
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in  speaking  of  payments  made  in  contemplation  of  bank-  Exch,  of  PUas, 
raptcy,  with  intent  to  defeat  the  general  distribution  of  ef-     ^   ^      ^ 
fects  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt^  expressed  his  opin-       Forste* 
ion  that  the  cases  have  gone  too  far.   [Watson  here  referred       Wilsow. 
to  Aldred  v.  Constable  (a).]     As  to  the  sixth  and  seventh 
classes  of  notes^  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendants 
bad  a  right  to  set  them  off.   The  case  is  simply  this : — The 
defendants  are  indebted  to  the  bankrupts^  and  A.  6.  is  in- 
debted to  them ;  and  he^  being  in  possession  of  certain  pro- 
missory notes  of  the  bankrupts^  delivered  them  to  the  de- 
fendants in  payment  of  his  debt  to  them  :  but  a  condition 
is  annexed  that  the  defendants  are  not  to  debit  themselves 
with  more  than  they  shall  receive   from  the   assignees. 
Now,  that  is  the  ordinary  case  of  every  bill  of  exchange. 
If  the  bill  is  paid,  the  debt  is  discharged ;  if  not,  the  party 
remains  still  liable.     It  is  nothing  more  than  the  common 
transaction  of  receiving  a  bill  in  payment,  and  there  is  no 
frand  whatever  in  it.     It  is  clear  the  defendants  became 
the  owners  of  these  bills,  and  the  moment  a  person  receives 
bills  or  notes,  a  deb  t  arises  to  him  from  the  acceptor  or  the 
maker.   With  respect  to  the  eighth  and  ninth  classes,  the 
defendants  are  clearly  entitled  to  set  them  off,  for  they 
received  them  and  became  the  owners  of  them  on  the  or- 
dinary terms  on  which  such  notes  are  taken,  viz.  as  pay- 
ment to  the  extent  that  they  shall  turn  out  to  be  available 
and  productive.    They  had  been  treated  by  the  bankrupts 
as  of  the  value  of  so  much  money,  and  the  assignees,  being 
placed  in  the  same  situation  as  the  bankrupts,  cannot  say 
that  they  are  not  so.     \Parke,  B.—  Suppose  the  bankrupts 
had  refused  to  receive  their  own  notes  as  payment  for 
goods  sold,  they  would  not  be  estopped  from  doing  so.    If 
they  were  to  do  so,  and  afterwards  brought  an  action  for 
the  price  of  the  goods,  the  defendants  in  such  a  case  could 
not  plead  a  tender,  but  must  be  compelled  to  rely  on  the 

(a)   12  Law  Jouiu.,  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  253. 
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Bxch.  of  Pleas,  set-off.    A  banker  stands  in  no  diflPerent  situation  from  an 
^   ^^^'  ^     ordinary  person^  with  regard  to  his  own  notes.]     If  a  man 
roRSTiR      li&s  for  his  own  benefit  represented  that  snch  notes  are  ol 
WiMoir        ^  particular  value^  he  cannot  afterwards  be  allowed  to  saj 
that  they  are  not  so.     [Parke,  B. — ^All  he  says  is^  that  he 
promises  to  pay  such  a  sum  on  demand.]     The  very  cir- 
ciunstance,  that  the  defendants  owed  money  to  the  bank- 
rupts^ gave  them  a  right  to  pay  them  their  debt  in  anj 
way  they  could.    And  this  transaction  was  such  a  one  a. 
entitled  the  defendants  to  hold  these  notes  for  their  fa"" 
value^  and  to  set  them  off  against  any  claim  the  bankrupt 
had  against  them. 

fFatsan,  in  reply. — ^As  to  the  eighth  and  ninth  classes 
notes^  they  constituted  neither  mutual  credits  nor  mutus 
debts.    The  defendants  merely  received  them^  to  pay 
much  only  for  them  as  they  should  receive  from  the    m 
signees.     It  is  quite  clear  they  had  no  property  in  thei 
and  have  therefore  no  right  to  set  them  off.    An  extraorxi 
nary  conclusion  has  been  drawn  from  the  case  of  Wookey  y 
Pole  (a).    That  case  establishes  that  the  property  in  notei 
of  this  description  passes  by  delivery ;  but  because  that 
is  soj  it  is  attempted  to  be  inferred^  that^  when  the  notes 
come  to  the  hands  of  a  party,  and  he  seeks  to  obtain 
payment  for  them,  you  cannot  inquire  how  he  got  them. 
But  it  is  quite  clear  that  you  can  make  such  an  inquiiy. 
The  argument  would  go  the  length  of  saying,  that,  if 
the  party  had  stolen  them,  he  might  enforce  payment 
[Parke,  B. — The  argument  is,  that,  if  he  acquires  a  pro- 
perty in  the  notes,  he  may  do  so,  though  he  intends  in  so 
doing  to  avail  himself  of  them  to  obtain  payment  of  his 
debt  in  full.    The  argument  was,  that  they  were  treated 
as  cash ;  but  I  think  that  argument  fails.     If  you  receive 
a  promissory  note  for  an  antecedent  debt,  unless  you  agree 

(a)  4  B.  8:  Aid.  1. 
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Bxch,  of  PUat,  6  Anne^  c.  17^  continued  by  5  Greo.  2y  c.  SO^  and  now  re 
^  •  ^  enacted  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16)  is  not  to  avoid  cross  actiont 
FoRSTBB  for  none  would  lie  against  assignees^  and  one  against  th 
Wilson.  bankrupt  would  be  unavailing^  but  to  do  substantial  jus 
tice  between  the  parties,  where  a  debt  is  really  due  fror 
the  bankrupt  to  the  debtor  to  his  estate ;  and  the  Court  c 
King's  Bench,  in  construing  this  clause,  (for  it  is  the  sam 
clause  in  substance  in  the  two  last-named  statutes),  hav 
held  that  it  did  not  authorize  a  set-off,  where  the  debt 
though  legally  due  to  the  debtor  from  the  bankrupt,  we 
really  due  to  him  as  a  trustee  for  another,  and,  though  rt 
coverable  in  a  cross  action,  would  not  have  been  recovere 
for  his  own  benefit.  This  appears  to  have  been  the  ma:: 
ground  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Fair  v.  M'lver  (c 
and  we  conceive  that  the  principle  of  that  decision  was  cc: 
rect.  The  difficulty  in  the  present  case  consists  in  t 
application  of  that  principle  to  the  facts. 

We  think  it  clear  that  the  two  last  classes  of  notes,  t;' 
eighth  and  ninth,  which  were  handed  over  by  persons  hk 
debtors  to  the  defendants,  were  held  by  the  defendan.! 
not  on  their  own  account,  but  as  trustees  for  those  personi 
because  the  defendants  could  gain  nothing  in  any  event  bj 
the  notes,  but  all  the  money  they  should  receive  upon  them 
would  be  received  to  the  use  of  the  persons  who  transferred 
them.  We  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  defendants 
have  no  right  of  set-off  in  this  respect. 

The  other  two  classes,  the  sixth  and  seventh,  are  ii 
effect  the  same,  and  the  Court  have  had  some  doubt,  whe 
ther,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  they  ought  to  de 
cide  that  the  notes  were  held  by  the  defendants  as  trustee 
for  their  debtors,  or  not.  We  now  think,  however,  tha 
they  were  not.  The  case  states  that  they  were  hande 
over  in  payment  of  antecedent  debts,  and,  if  so,  they  be 
came  the  property  of  the  defendants,  and  the  whole  bene 

(a)  16  East,  130. 
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Wilson. 


fidal  interest  passed  in  the  first  instance  to  them;  but  then  Bsck,  o/Piea», 
it  is  saidj  that  they  were  given  on  a  condition^  that  the 
defendants  were  to  debit  themselves  with  so  much  only  as 
they  should  receive  from  the  assignees.     Does  this  mean^ 
that  they  were  to  be  held  for  the  debtors  until  the  amount 
of  the  dividend  should  be  ascertained^  and  not  put  to  the 
credit  of  the  account  until  then ;  or  does  it  mean  merely 
to  exclude  the  presumption  that  the  defendants  took  them 
for  their  full  value,  and  to  express  what  the  law  would 
have  implied^  if  they  had  taken  them  to  account  simply^ 
and  had  duly  presented  them  to  the  bank  for  payment? 
We  think  the  latter  was  the  true  meaning  of  the  parties^ 
and,  consequently,  that  the  defendants  had  a  right  of  set- 
off on  those  notes. 
The  verdict  will  therefore  be  entered  for  £bO, 


Judgment  accordingly. 


T 


Croughton  V,  Blake  and  Others.  jy^^  17^ 

HIS  was  a  feigned  issue  under  the  Tithe  Commutation  in  order  to 
Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  8. 46,  to  try  the  validity  of  a  modus  Zent\dmh^t' 
o{l3s.  4rf.,  adjudged  by  the  award  of  an  assistant  tithe  We  in  evidence, 

'       •*      ^  -^  it  is  not  neces- 

sary that  it 
iboald  come  from  the  moti  proper  place  of  custody  ;  it  is  suflScient  if  it  comes  from  a  place 
where  it  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  be  found. 

On  the  trial  of  a  feigned  i»sue,  under  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  46,  between  the  vicar  of  M. 
tod  the  owners  of  the  lands  within  the  township  of  E.  K.,  within  the  parish  of  M.,  to  try  whe- 
ther there  was  a  modus  of  13#.  4<f.,  payable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  E.  K.  in  lieu  of  all 
ticarial  tithes,  in  respect  of  the  lands  within  the  township,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  bill 
filed  in  the  Equity  Exchequer  in  1826,  by  the  then  vicar  of  M.,  against  certain  occupiers  of  lands, 
for  the  subtraction  of  tithes,  in  which  tlie  then  defendants  (none  of  whom  were  parties  to  the 
present  issue)  set  up  a  claim  of  a  modus  of  1S«.  4<f.,  payable  by  the  occupiers  of  lands  within 
the  township,  and  on  which  a  decree  was  made  to  take  an  account  of  the  tithes,  and  that  the 
defendants  should  pay  such  sums  as  should  be  found  due,  with  costs: — Held,  that  this  decree, 
although  receivable,  was  not  conclusive  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  above  issue. 

Nor,  femble,  was  it  binding  upon  the  tithe  commissioner. 

The  tithe  commissioner  having  decided  the  question  of  modus  against  the  vicar,  and  the  latter 
having  delivered  a  feigned  issue  to  try  that  question,  which  the  jury  found  for  the  defendants, 
the  Court  awarded  them  the  costs,  uuder  the  46th  section  of  the  act. 
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Rtch.  o/PUoi,  commissioner,  in  October,  1842,  to  be  payable  to  the  yicar 
.   ^^^'  .     in  lieu  of  all  vicarial  tithes  on  lands  in  the  township  of  Eye 
Cbouohton    Kettleby. 
Blau.  The  plaintijBf  was  the  vicar  of  Melton  Mowbray  in  Leices- 

tershire, and  the  defendants  were  the  owners  of  land  with- 
in the  township  of  Eye  Kettleby,  in  that  parish.  And 
the  question  raised  by  the  issue  was,  whether  there  was  a 
good  and  valid  modus  or  customary  payment  of  one  mark, 
or  ISs.  4d.,  due  and  payable  &om  and  by  the  lord  of  the 
manor  of  Eye  Kettleby  for  the  time  being,  at  Michaelmas 
in  every  year,  to  the  vicar  for  the  time  being  of  Melton 
Mowbray,  in  lieu  of  all  vicarial  tithes  whatsoever  arising 
and  issuing  out  of  the  lands  of  and  within  the  said  town- 
ship. The  defendants  asserted  that  there  was  such  a  modus, 
which  the  plaintiff  denied. 

At  the  trial  of  this  issue,  before  Paiteson,  J.,  at  the  last 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Leicester,  the  plaintiff  put  in  evi- 
dence a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Equity,  made 
in  the  year  1826,  in  a  case  of  Godfrey  t?.  Pickering  and 
others,  which  was  a  suit  instituted  by  the  then  vicar  of 
Melton  Mowbray  against  several  occupiers  of  farms,  (none 
of  them  being  any  of  the  present  defendants),  tenants  of 
Mr.  Blake,  who  is  the  owner  of  one-third  only  of  the  lands 
in  the  township  of  Kettleby,  for  subtraction  of  tithes.  The 
defendants  in  that  suit,  in  their  answer,  set  up  a  claim  of  a 
modus  of  one  mark,  payable  at  Michaelmas  in  each  year 
by  the  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  lands  within  the 
township.  The  cause  having  been  heard  before  the  Court, 
a  decree  was  made,  by  which  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the 
single  value  of  the  tithes,  and  that  the  defendants  should  pay 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  or  might  be  reported 
due  fix>m  them  to  the  plaintiff,  with  costs  of  suit  to  be  taxed 
by  the  Master  (a).     This  decree  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 

(a)  Thii  decree  had  also  been  given  in  evidence  befofre  Uie  tithe 
commiMioner. 
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contended  amonnted  to  a  judicial  decision  on  the  point  in  Exch,  of  PUat, 
dispute^  and  as  such  was  binding  on  the  tithe  commissioner,  ^  '   . 

under  the  44th  section  of  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  which  pro-     Crouohton 

mm 

Tides,  '^  that,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  commissioners  or  Blakb. 
assistant  commissioner  that  any  question  concerning  any 
modns  or  composition  real,  prescriptive  or  customary  pay- 
ment, or  claim  of  exemption  from,  or  non-liability  to,  the 
payment  of  tithes  relating  to  the  lands  in  question,  shall 
have  been  decided  by  competent  authority  before  the 
making  of  the  said  award,  [i.  e.  of  the  commissioner],  the 
cominissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  shall  act  on  the 
principle  established  by  such  decision,  and  shall  make  their 
award  as  if  such  decision  had  been  made  at  the  beginning 
of  the  said  period  of  seven  years ;''  and  that,  if  it  was  bind- 
ing on  the  tithe  commissioners,  it  was  equally  obligatory 
on  the  jury  to  find  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff^.  On  the  other 
side  it  was  contended,  that  the  question  in  fact  being 
whether  there  was  a  modus  or  not,  the  jury  were  justified, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  in  inferring  that  such 
modus  in  fact  existed.  The  learned  judge  intimated  that 
he  should  reserve  the  point  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
but  should  leave  the  case  to  the  jury. 

Part  of  the  evidence  for  the  defendants,  in  support  of 
the  modus,  consisted  of  certain  terriers,  which  were  pro- 
duced by  the  son  of  the  registrar  of  the  diocese  of  Lin- 
coln, who  was  also  a  solicitor  in  general  practice,  and  who 
stated  that  he  had  got  them  from  the  office  where  the 
general  business  of  his  father  was  carried  on.  There  was 
a  muniment-room  in  Lincoln  Cathedral,  but  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  terriers  had  come  from  that  room,  or  had 
ever  been  deposited  there.  On  this  evidence,  it  was  con- 
tended for  the  plaintiff  that  these  terriers  did  not  come 
from  the  proper  custody.  The  learned  judge,  however, 
overruled  the  objection,  and  the  terriers  were  admitted  in 
evidence.  His  Lordship,  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the 
jury,  observed,  with  respect  to  the  decree  of  1826,  that, 

VOL.  XII.  p  M.W. 
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Exeh.  ofPfeat,  although  it  was  entitled  to  very  great  consideration  at  their 

w     ^  '   .     hands^  still  it  was  not   absolutely  binding  upon  them* 

Ckouohton    The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  the 

Blakk.       learned  judge  gave  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 

verdict  for  him. 

M.  D.  Hill,  early  in  this  term^  (November  4),  moved  ac- 
cordingly, either  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  or  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  terriers  had  been  impro- 
perly received  in  evidence,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  evidence.  On  the  question  as  to 
the  admissibility  of  the  terriers — 

Parke,  B.  said — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  rule 
as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  terriers.  In  order  to  render 
a  written  document  admissible,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew 
that  it  has  come  from  the  most  proper  custody ;  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  it  come  from  a  place  where  it  might  reasonably  be 
expected  to  be  found.  In  the  case  of  The  Bishop  of  Meath 
V.  The  Marquis  of  Winchester,  in  Dom.  Proc.  (a),  it  was  laid 
down  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinions  of  the 
judges,  that  all  that  was  necessary  was,  that  the  documents 
should  come  from  a  place  in  which  they  might  reasonably 
be  expected  to  be  found,  which  was  precisely  the  custody 
which  gave  authenticity  to  documents  found  within  it, 
and  that  it  was  not  essential  that  they  should  have  come 
from  the  best  and  most  proper  place  of  deposit. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  on  this  point  the 
rule  was  refused. 

The  Court  having  granted  a  rule  on  the  other  two 
grounds, 

Whitekurst  {Humfrey  with  him)  now  shewed  cause. — 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C,  304;  3  Scott,  561. 
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Ymt,  the  decree  of  1826  could  not  aifect  the  present  JS«c*.  of  puas, 
defendants^  who  were  not  parties  to  it  in  any  way;  for  ^ 

it  was  not  a  decree  establishing  any  right,  but  was  merely  Croughton 
a  decree  on  a  bill  filed  against  four  tenants  of  the  defend-  Blakb. 
ant  Blake^  the  owner  of  one-third  only  of  the  lands  in 
this  township,  for  subtraction  of  tithes;  and  was  a  mere 
personal  demand  against  the  farmers,  to  which  neither  Mr. 
Slake  nor  the  patron  of  the  living  was  a  party.  It  could 
never  be  contended,  except  with  reference  to  some  clauses 
in  the  Tithe  Act,  that  it  could  have  any  binding  effect  on 
any  person  whatever,  [Parke,  B. — ^You  do  not  dispute 
its  being  evidence?]  It  maybe  evidence  in  the  nature 
of  reputation ;  but  it  cannot  possibly  be  conclusive,  for 
eren  if  the  decree  be  identified  in  any  way  with  Mr. 
Blake,  it  could  not  possibly  affect  the  other  nine  defend- 
ants, who  are  landowners  in  this  township,  who  never 
heard  of  the  suit.  But  it  was  a  mere  personal  demand 
for  the  tithes,  which  could  not  bind  the  lands  in  any  re- 
spect. Unless  it  were  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of 
trying  whether  a  modus  existed  or  not,  in  which  not  only 
the  vicar,  but  the  patron  and  ordinary,  and  every  land- 
owner in  the  parish,  are  made  parties,  it  is  not  and  cannot 
be  binding.  If  all  the  parties  interested  are  before  the 
Court,  then  and  then  only  can  its  judgment  be  binding. 
The  legislature  never  could  have  intended  that  such  a 
decree  as  this  should  have  any  binding  operation  on  the 
separate  rights  of  parties  who  were  not  parties  to  the  suit. 
But  the  issue  here  is  not  whether  the  tithe  commissioner 
was  right  in  making  his  award,  and  in  rejecting  or  re- 
ceiving any  particular  evidence,  but  whether  there  was  a 
modus  of  13*.  4c/.  payable  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  in  the  town- 
ship of  Eye  Kettleby;  and  on  the  trial  of  that  issue, 
the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  can  have  nothing  to  do  with 
whether  the  tithe  commissioner  acted  rightly  or  not  in 
rejecting  any  evidence  before  him.     It  is  said,  however, 

p2 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  that  the  statute  has  made  this  decree  bindings  not  only  on 

-     the  tithe  commissioner,  but  on  all  courts  whatever ;  but  if 

CaouoHTON    the  provisions  of  the  act  are  referred  to,  they  will  be  found 

Vm 

Blake.  to  have  no  such  effect.  The  sections  relating  to  this  subject 
are  the  44th,  45  th,  and  46th,  which  provide  for  two  distinct 
classes  of  cases.  The  44th  section  enacts,  that,  if  any  mo- 
dus shall  be  payable  instead  of  tithes,  the  commissioners 
shall  estimate  the  amount  of  such  modus  as  the  value 
of  the  tithes ;  and  then  it  provides,  "  that,  if  it  shall  appear 
to  the  said  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  that 
any  question  concerning  any  modus  or  composition  real, 
prescriptive  or  customary  payment,  or  claim  of  exemption 
from,  or  non-liability  to,  the  payment  of  tithes  relating 
to  the  lands  in  question,  shall  haVe  been  decided  by  com- 
petent authority  before  the  making  of  the  said  award, 
the  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  shall  act  on 
the  principle  established  by  such  decision,  and  shall  make 
their  award  as  if  such  decision  had  been  made  at  the 
beginning  of  the  said  period  of  seven  years,''  &c.  Now, 
what  is  meant  there  by  '^  decision  "  ?  It  cannot  mean  a 
decision  in  a  suit  for  the  mere  subtraction  of  tithes, 
against  an  individual  who  owned  no  land  whatever  in  the 
parish,  and  had  no  connexion  with  the  owners  of  property 
within  it,  and  which  could  have  no  binding  effect  upon 
the  parish.  A  matter  cannot  be  said  to  be  decided  as  long 
as  it  is  not  settled.  A  decree  in  such  a  suit  decides  no- 
thing more  than  that  the  defendants  must  pay  the  tithes ; 
it  does  not  decide  the  right  to  tithe  at  all.  [Parke,  B. — 
At  all  events,  it  only  decides  it  as  to  those  parties.  It 
would  be  a  great  injustice  if  a  decision  which  binds  only 
four  or  five  parties  could  be  made,  by  construction  of 
the  act,  to  extend  to  the  whole  of  the  township.]  .  The 
other  sections  of  the  act  do  not  really  apply  to  this  case  at 
all.  The  45th  section  is,  that,  wherever  any  question  arises 
as  to  the  existence  of  a  modus,  then  the  commissioner  is  to 
make  his  award ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person, 
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subject  to  the  provisions  after  mentioned,  to  appeal  against  Ex:h,  of  puas, 
that  decision.     The  jury  are  not  to  say  whether  the  com-     ^   ^      . 
missioner  was  right,  but,  looking  at  the  46th  section,  they    Crougrton 
are  to  tiy  the  issue,  whether  there  is  a  modus  or  not.   That       Blakk. 
daose  provides,  that,  if  any  person  be  dissatisfied  with  the 
decision  of  the  commissioner,  he  may,  if  the  yearly  value 
tmoont  to  a  certain  sum,  bring  an  action,  in  which  the 
pfadntifr  shall  deliver  a  feigned  issue,  whereby  such  disputed 
right  may  be  tried — ^not  whereby  it  may  be  tried  whether 
the  commissioner  was  right  or  not,  but  whereby  the  dis^ 
puted  right  may  be  tried.     [Parke,  B. — It  must  be  the 
right  disputed  before  the  commissioner.]    No  doubt.   But 
it  never  was  intended  to  render  any  decree  binding,  ex- 
cept one  in  which  all  the  parties  have  been  present  in 
court,  and  had  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  upon  the 
subject-matter  of  it.    [He  then  argued  on  the  efiect  of  the 
evidence.] 

M.  D.  Hill,  Waddington,  and  Macaulay,  contr^. — The 
44th  section  enacts,  that,  if  any  modus,  &c.  shall  be  pay- 
able instead  of  tithes,  the  commissioner  or  assistant  com-> 
missioner  shall  in  such  case  estimate  the  amount  of  such 
modus  as  the  value  of  the  tithes  payable  in  respect  of 
the  lands,  and  shall  add  the  amount  to  the  value  of  the 
other  tithes  of  the  parish.  Then  the  next  part  of  the  sec- 
tion (which  is  in  the  form  of  a  proviso,  though  it  is  not 
in  reality  a  proviso,  but  a  distinct  enactment,  not  at  all 
qualifying  the  first  part  of  it)  enacts,  '^  that,  if  it  shall 
appear  to  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  that 
any  question  concerning  any  modus,  &c.,  or  claim  of  ex- 
emption from,  or  non-liability  to,  the  payment  of  any 
tithes  relating  to  the  lands  in  question,  shall  have  been  de- 
cided by  competent  authority  before  the  making  of  the 
said  award,  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner 
shall  act  on  the  principle  established  by  such  decision,  and 
shall  make  their  award  as  if  such  decision  had  been  made 
at  the  beginning  of  the  said  period  of  seven  years.''     Now, 
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Bxch,  of  Pleat,  here,  in  the  year  1826,  a  decree  was  made  by  the  Court 
s^...^^^^.^    Exchequer,  which  most  assuredly  related  to  the  lands 

Crouohton  question,  and  whereby  it  was  decided  that  the  defendan 
Blakb.  in  that  suit  were  liable  to  pay  tithes  in  kind.  [Parke,  1 
— It  decided  that  certain  occupiers  of  lands,  not  beinj 
owners  of  all  or  any  of  the  lands  in  the  township,  were  lia 
ble  to  pay  tithes  in  kind  at  that  time.]  It  decided  that  \ 
district  modus  which  had  been  set  up  over  the  whole  town 
ship  failed ;  and  it  could  not  have  failed  with  reference  U 
the  particular  lands,  without,  as  a  necessary  consequence 
failing  as  to  all  the  lands  in  the  township.  The  Court  o 
Exchequer  decided  that  that  township  modus  was  bad 
and,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  it  was  as  bad  for  th( 
lands  that  were  not  represented  by  the  parties  as  for  tho» 
that  were.  That,  therefore,  was  a  decision  within  th 
terms  of  the  act.  It  is  not  said  that  there  must  be  a  bind 
ing  decision,  but  a  decision  relating  to  the  lands  in  quea 
tion ;  and  here  was  a  decision  which  has  been  acquiesces 
in,  and  the  tithes  paid  in  full  to  the  present  time.  It  i 
submitted,  that,  after  such  a  decree,  the  tithe  commissione 
had  no  right  at  all  to  enter  into  the  question  of  thi 
modus.  The  word  "  payable,^^  in  the  early  part  of  the  44t 
section,  will  be  well  satisfied  by  giving  to  it  a  meanin 
consistent  with  the  principle  which  runs  through  the  ac 
of  making  the  seven  years  prior  to  its  passing,  in  1831 
the  standard  of  what  is  to  be  done  in  future.  The  latt< 
part  of  the  section  is,  ^^  and  shall  make  their  award  as 
such  decision  had  been  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  sai 
period  of  seven  years.''  That  contemplates  a  case  in  whic 
a  decision  has  been  come  to  in  the  middle  of  the  sev< 
years,  or  after  the  seven  years  have  begun  to  run,  and  b 
fore  the  award ;  in  such  case,  you  are  to  consider  the  d 
cree  as  if  it  had  been  made  at  the  beginning  of  the  sevi 
years.  But  here  is  a  decree  made  sixteen  years  ago,  whii 
was  in  full  operation,  and  had  produced  a  settled  sta 
of  things  in  this  parish  years  before  the  act  passed.  Tl 
act  was  passed  for  tlie  purpose  of  fixing  every  thing  dov 
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in  its  then  position ;  and  the  construction  the  least  favour-  iSxch.  of  PUas, 
able  to  the  vicar,  which  can  be  put  on  the  words,  is,  that,  ^  ^  '  ^ 
if  there  be  a  decision  which  had  relation  at  all,  in  the  Croughton 
widest  sense  of  the  term,  to  these  lands,  by  any  court  of  Blakb. 
competent  authority,  upon  the  question  of  modus,  it  can- 
not be  departed  from,  but  must  furnish  to  the  commis- 
lioiier  a  guide  by  which  he  is  to  go.  It  was  never  intended 
that  these  commissioners,  many  of  whom  have  had  no  legal 
education  whatever,  should  deal  with  the  decrees  of  the 
courts  at  Westminster,  but  that  they  should  take  them  as 
their  guides,  and  act  upon  them.  [Parke,  B. — The  ques- 
tion is  not  whether  the  commissioners  have  or  have  not  pur- 
sued the  act  of  ParUament,  or  whether  they  were  right  or 
wrong  in  their  judgment :  the  only  question  is,  whether 
this  issue  has  been  properly  tried  and  disposed  of,  and 
whether  upon  legal  evidence  there  has  been  a  proper  result. 
The  issue  involves  no  question,  except  whether  or  no  a 
modus  of  13s.  4d.  was  payable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  to 
the  vicar  for  all  the  tithes  in  Eye  Kettleby.]  For  the 
purpose  of  inquiring  what  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  and 
jury  on  this  issue,  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  what  was 
the  duty  of  the  commissioner,  and  that  was  to  take  this 
decree  as  conclusive.  [Rolfe,  B. — So  he  may  have  done,  for 
that  was  a  different  modus  from  that  which  is  now  insisted 
upon.  The  modus  against  which  the  decree  was  made  was 
a  modus  of  13s.  44.  payable  by  the  occupiers  for  the  time 
being  of  the  lands  in  the  township.  This  is  a  modus  pay- 
able by  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  tithes.  If  the  defend- 
ants in  that  case  had  established  the  modus  as  here  set  up, 
there  must  have  been  a  decree  against  them.  The  issue 
now  is,  whether  or  not  there  is,  and  from  time  immemorial 
has  been,  a  modus  of  13s,  4d.  payable  by  the  lord  of  the 
manor  in  lieu  of  tithe.  That  was  not  the  modus  the  de- 
fendants insisted  on.  Parke,  B. — Tithes  are  prima  facie 
payable  in  kind.  If  the  modus  as  laid  in  the  answer  is 
not  proved,  there  must  be  a  decree  for  the  payment  of  the 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  tithes.  That  modus  was  different  from  the  present.]  The 
^  '  ^     evidence  went  to  this  point,  not  who  was  to  pay  it,  but 

Croughton  what  was  to  be  paid.  The  question  was,  whether  13*.  4rf. 
Blakb.  was  payable  by  way  of  modus  for  the  whole  district.  The 
decree  was  against  there  being  any  such  modus,  and  that, 
being  a  decree  relating  to  the  lands  in  question,  was  bind- 
ing on  the  commissioner,  and  conclusive  upon  this  issue. 
No  doubt  the  commissioner  would  have  to  decide  whether 
the  decision  was  one  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and 
whether  it  related  to  these  particular  lands.  In  strictness 
of  form  it  may  be  said,  undoubtedly,  that  the  question 
whether  a  modus  be  payable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor,  or 
by  the  occupiers  of  the  land,  is  a  different  proposition,  but 
it  is  the  same  in  substance;  for  the  principle  established  by 
the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was,  that  tithes  in 
kind  were  due  and  payable,  which  is  what  the  vicar  is  now 
contending  for.  And  although  the  parties  are  not  nomi- 
nally the  same,  the  defendant  Blake  was  the  real  party  to 
the  former  suit,  and  paid  the  costs  of  it  and  the  arrears  of 
tithes,  and  has  ever  since  paid  tithes  in  kind.  There  is 
therefore  no  hardship  in  saying  that  the  parties  should  be 
bound  by  that  decree. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  The  first  ground  on  which  it  was  moved  was, 
that  the  judge  at  Nisi  Prius  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  that 
the  decree  of  the  Equity  Exchequer  in  1826  was  binding 
on  the  tithe  commissioner  when  about  to  make  his  award, 
and  ought  to  be  considered  as  equally  binding  on  them. 
We  are  not  called  upon  to  decide  on  the  correctness  of  the 
course  taken  by  the  assistant  tithe  commissioner :  if  he 
has  acted  improperly  with  respect  to  this  evidence,  the 
plaintiff^s  remedy,  if  he  have  one,  is  by  mandamus.  But 
I  am  quite  clear  that  the  learned  judge  did  perfectly  right 
in  not  giving  greater  weight  to  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  in  telling  the  jury  that  the  evidence  was 
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not  binding  on  them.   The  issue  joined  in  this  case,  namely,   Exeh.  of  Pieaa, 
whether  there  was  a  modus  of  13«.  4rf.  covering  the  whole  '  ^ 

of  the  township  of  Eye  Kettleby,  ought  to  be  tried  like    Croughton 
any  other  issue,  whether  there  was  such  a  modus  or  not ;        Blakb. 
and  we  cannot  try  the  question  in  any  other  way,  because 
it  arises  in  consequence  of  the  decree  of  the  commissioner, 
than  if  it  had  been  directed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  or 
this  Court.     All  that  we  have  a  right  to  do  is  to  see  that 
that  issue  is  tried  according  to  the  rules  of  law.   The  learned 
judge,  as  it  seems  to  me,  was  perfectly  right  in  telling  the 
jury  that  they  were  not  bound  by  this  decree.     But  I  go 
further,  and  say  that  that  decree  was  not  binding  even  on 
the  commissioner.     The  44th  section  of  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  the  case  where  it  shall  appear  to  the  commis- 
sioners or  assistant  commissioner  that  any  question  con- 
cerning any  modus  or  composition  real,  prescriptive  or 
customary  payment,  or  claim  of  exemption  from,  or  non- 
liability to,  the  payment  of  tithes  relating  to  the  lands  in 
question,  shall  have  been  decided  by  competent  authority 
before  the  making  of  the  award,  and  enacts,  '^  that  the 
commissioners  or  assistant  commissioner  shall  act  on  the 
principle  established  by  such  decision  /^  but  that  provision 
must  be  understood  as  being  confined  to  such  decrees  and 
decisions  as  are  made  by  a  court  of  competent  authority 
to  bind  the  same  persons  as  are  bound  by  the  award  of  the 
commissioners.     The  legislature  can  only  have  meant  to 
give  that  authority  to  such  judgments  of  competent  courts 
as  would  be  binding  on  the  parties  who  were  to  be  bound 
by  the  award  of  the  commissioners.     This  clearly  was  not 
a  decree  of  that  kind,  for  its  whole  effect  was  to  decide 
that  there  was  not  a  modus  of  13*.  4rf.  payable  by  the 
occupiers  of  land  in  the  township  to  the  vicar  of  Eye  Ket- 
tleby.     That  was  the  only  point  which  was  decided  by 
the  decree ;  it  does  not  decide  the  question  on  which  this 
issue  ia  to  be  tried,  which  is,  whether  a  modus  of  13*.  4rf. 
is  payable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  to  the  vicar  of  Eye 
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Exch,  o/Piea$,  Kcttlebv  for  the  whole  of  the  tithes  in  that  township. 
1843. 

^     Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  learned  judge  was  quite 

Crouohton    correct  in  his  ruling,  and  that  no  new  trial  ought  to  be 

Blake.        granted  on  that  ground.     [With  respect  to  the  verdict 

being  against  evidence^  his  Lordship  stated  that  it  was  a 

question  altogether  for  the  jury,  and  that  in  his  opinion 

the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.] 

Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

.  I* 

Whitehurat  then  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  action,  under 
the  46th  section  of  the  act,  which  provides,  that ''  the  costs 
of  every  such  action,  or  of  stating  such  case  and  obtaining 
a  decision  thereon,  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
in  or  by  which  the  same  shall  be  decided,  which  may  order 
the  same  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  ofQcer  of  the  court,  and 
the  like  execution  may  be  had  for  the  same  as  if  such  costs 
had  been  recovered  upon  a  judgment  of  record  of  the  said 
court.''  Under  that  section,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Court 
should  make  an  order  as  to  the  costs.  [Parke,  B. — ^That' 
should  be  a  separate  motion,  unless  the  other  party  will 
agree  to  its  being  now  discussed,  to  save  expense.]  This 
being  the  case  of  an  appeal,  the  costs  are  invariably  given 
to  the  successful  party. 

3f.  D,  Hill,  contra. — The  plaintiff  can  have  no  objection 
to  the  matter  being  disposed  of  at  the  least  expense.  Kit 
had  not  been  for  this  act  of  Parliament,  the  present  ques- 
tion never  could  have  been  raised.  The  township  sub- 
mitted to  the  decree  for  sixteen  years,  and  it  is  benefit 
enough  to  the  defendants  that  they  should  for  ever  de- 
prive the  vicar  of  the  tithes  he  has  received  since  1827. 
The  decision  of  the  commissioner  was  directly  adverse  to 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.     The  Court  of  Ex- 
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cheqaer  in  18*26  thought  it  a  clear  case  upon  the  same  Exch,  of  puas, 
eridence,  and  the  defendants  were  substantially  appealing     v     ^^'   ^ 
against  that  decision.  Crouohton 

9. 


Blakb. 


Parke,  B. — ^No,  it  was  the  plaintiff  who  appealed  against 
the  decision  of  the  assistant  commissioner.  The  rule  is, 
that,  when  an  issue  is  tried,  the  unsuccessful  party  must 
pi^  the  costs  of  the  issue,  and  I  fear  there  is  nothing  to 
take  this  out  of  the  ordinary  rule. 

Order  for  costs  accordingly. 


The  Attorney-General  t?.  Reilly.  Nov*  22. 

In  this  case  Erie  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  At-  A  defendant 
tomey-General  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  ^plL*  unde* 
not  be  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriffs  of  ^*if*  4*  I  53* 
London.   It  appeared  from  the  aflBdavits,  that  he  had  been  »•  95.  for  an 

offence  against 

arrested  on  a  writ  of  capias,  issued  at  the  instance  of  the  the  customs 
commissioners  of  customs  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  and  Jhied"o"be  d^s- 
indorsed  for  bail  in  £2520,  which  commanded  them  that  ^^^'^'^sf  ^  <>"^o^ 

custody  on  toe 

they  should  have  the  defendant  before  the  Barons  of  the  ground  that  no 

__  rri  T-i/i-KT  1  information 

Exchequer  "  on  the  second  day  of  November  next,  to  an-  was  flied  before 

swer  therein  touching  certain  articles  whereof  he  is  im-  J{j*  J."^'^^  ^ 

pleaded  by  an  information  lately  exhibited  against  him 

before  the  said  Barons,  by  our  Attorney-General,  for  the 

forfeiture  of  the  sum  of  £7560,  &c.,  for  the  offences  in  the 

said  information  mentioned.'^     The  files  of  the  Court  had 

been  searched,  but  no  information  against  the  defendant 

was  to  be  found  thereon ;  and  an  inspection  of  the  affidavit 

on  which  the  capias  issued  had  been  applied  for  and  refused. 

This  question  depends  on  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53, 
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Exch,  qfPUat,  gg,  75  and  95  (a).    Whatever  might  have  been  the  old  rule 

1843  .         . 

as  to  supposing  a  previous  information,  it  cannot  apply  to 
the  recent  statute,  which  by  express  words  makes  the  ex- 
istence of  the  information  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
issuing  of  the  capias.  Nor  can  it  mean  that  the  writ 
should  issue  on  a  secret  a£Sdavit,  not  to  be  shewn  to  the 
party,  on  which  he  might  be  arrested  and  imprisoned, 
without  any  means  of  compelling  the  Crown  to  proceed. 
[Parke,  B. — Is  there  anything  in  this  act  to  alter  the  an- 
cient course  of  proceeding  iu  this  Court  in  such  cases  ?] 
The  capias  expressly  refers  to  the  information.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — That  was  always  the  form.]  The  legisla- 
ture appears  to  have  intended  that  the  defendant  should 
be  first  charged  by  an  information  which  should  hold  the 
Crown  to  the  grounds  of  complaint  stated  therein. 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  practice  is  not  to  issue  the 
capias  except  on  the  authority  of  a  judge,  who  examines 
the  affidavit.  The  95th  section  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53, 
is  merely  a  re-enactment  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,  s.  84,  and 
the  proceedings  against  the  defendant  are  in  conformity 


(a)  Sect.  75  enacU,  "  That  all 
penalties  and  forfeitures  incurred 
by  that  or  any  other  act  relating  to 
the  customs  may  be  sued  for,  prose- 
cuted, or  recovered  by  action  of 
debt,  bill,  plaint,  or  information  in 
any  of  bis  Majesty's  courts  of  re- 
cord at  Westminster."  The  95th 
section  enacts,  *'  That,  whenever 
any  penalty  shall  be  sued  for  as 
aforesaid  by  information  against 
any  person  in  any  of  his  Majesty's 
courts  of  record  at  Westminster  or 
Dublin,  or  at  Edinburgh,  a  capias 
may  thereupon  issue  as  the  first 
process,  specifying  the  amount  of 
penalty  sued  for ;  and  such  person 
against  whom    such  capias  shall 


issue  shall  be  obliged  to  give  suffi- 
cient bail  or  security,  by  natural- 
bom  subjects  or  denizens,  to  the 
person  or  persons  to  whom  such 
capiat  shall  issue,  at  the  day  of  the 
return  of  such  writ,  to  answer  such 
writ  or  prosecution,  and  shall  like- 
wise, at  the  time  of  such  appearing, 
give  sufficient  bail  or  security,  by 
such  persons  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
said  court,  to  answer  and  pay  all 
the  forfeitures  and  penalties  in- 
curred for  such  offence  or  offences, 
in  case  he,  she,  or  they  shall  be 
convicted  thereof,  or  to  yield  his, 
her,  or  their  body  or  bodies  to 
prison." 
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with  the  recognized  practice.     I  do  not  like,  by  granting  a  JSjwA.  of  Pleas, 
role,  to  throw  any  doubt  on  that  which  appears  to  be  the 
established  practice. 

Parke,  B. — Until  the  stat.  12  Geo.  1,  c.  28,  a  party 
might  have  been  arrested  without  any  afQdavit,  at  the  suit 
ol  a  subject.  Since  that  statute,  when  the  proceeding  is 
at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  the  judge  requires  an  affidavit, 
in  order  that  the  process  may  not  be  abused. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Clark  and  Another  v,  Kenrick  and  Another.  iv^ov.  17. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  in  an  action  for 
The  declaration,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  menrof  a^" 
true  and  first  inventors  of  "an  invention  for  glazing  and  patent,  to  which 

°  *^  a  disclaimer  as 

enamelling  cast-iron  hollow  ware,''  being  part  of  the  in-  to  part  has 
vention  referred  to  in  the  letters-patent  therein  mentioned,  under  5StQ 
remaining  undisclaimed  by  the  disclaimer  also  thereinafter  ^j^^  defendant' 
mentioned,  alleged  the  grant  of  letters-patent  to  them  for  ]^>ii  d***^V*d 
"  an  invention  for  glazing  and  enamelling  cast-iron  hollow  that  the  whole 
ware,  and  other  metallic  substances,''  and  that  they  did,  ^^^  ^^^^  and 
by  an  instrument  in  writing,  particularly  describe  and  Jj^g'^ia^JJ^JJa  p""t' 
ascertain  the  nature  of  the  said  invention,  and  in  what  was  not  new. 
manner  the  same  was  to  be,  and  might  be  performed ;  that, 
after  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  83,  they  entered 
with  the  clerk  of  the  patents  a  disclaimer  of  part  of  the 
title  of  the  said  invention,  that  is  to  say,  of  the  words 
"and  other  metallic  substances.''     Breach,  that  the  de- 
fendants unjustly,  and  without  the  leave  of  the  plaintiffs, 
made,  used,  and  put  in  practice  the  said  undisclaimed 
part  of  the  said  invention,  and  parts  of  the  said  undis- 


220  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER, 

Bxch,  of  Pleas,  claimed  part.  Oq  application  to  a  learned  judge  at  cham- 
bers, the  following  pleas  had  been  allowed: — First,  not 
guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  the  first  and 
true  inventors  of  the  said  invention  in  the  said  letters- 
patent  mentioned ;  thirdly,  that  the  said  invention  in  the 
said  letters-patent  mentioned  was  not  new  as  to  the  public 
use  and  exercise  thereof,  at  the  time  of  the  grant  of  the 
letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  fourthly,  that 
the  instrument  in  writing  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
and  referred  to  did  not  particularly  describe  and  ascertain 
the  nature  of  the  said  invention  in  the  letters-patent  men- 
tioned, and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed ; 
and,  fifthly,  that  the  said  invention  in  the  said  letters-patent 
mentioned  was  not  any  manner  of  new  manufacture  for 
which  letters-patent  would  be  granted,  according  to  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf  made 
and  provided. 

The  defendants  pleaded  also  to  the  undisclaimed  part 
three  pleas,  similar  to  the  second,  third,  and  fifth. 

Webster  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defend- 
ants to  shew  cause  why  the  judge^s  order,  and  the  rule  to 
plead,  should  not  be  rescinded  and  discharged. 

Cowling  shewed  cause,  and  insisted  that  the  defendants 
were  entitled  to  retain  all  the  pleas,  but  especially  the 
fourth,  which  contained  a  denial  of  a  material  allegation 
in  the  declaration  as  to  the  specification.  K  the  proviso 
of  the  letters-patent  as  to  the  specification  was  not  strictly 
complied  with,  the  letters-patent  are  void ;  the  non-com- 
pliance with  an  express  condition  of  the  grant  cannot  be 
cured  by  a  disclaimer;  that  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
legislature. 

Martin  and  Webster,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  not 
called  upon. 
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Parke,  B. — The  eflTect  of  the  statute  is  to  render  the  Bseh,  ofPUat, 
disclaimer,  when  made,  part  of  the  patent  and  the  specifica-  ^^^' 
tion.  The  plaintiffs  from  the  moment  of  the  disclaimer 
become  patentees  of  the  undisclaimed  part,  and  the  de- 
fendants ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  plead  that  the  whole 
oziginal  invention  was  not  new,  and  also  that  the  undis- 
dtimed  part  was  not  new.  The  rule  ought  to  be  absolute 
for  striking  out  the  second,  third,  and  fifth  pleas.  With 
respect  to  the  fourth  plea,  we  think  the  plaintiffs  should  be 
left  to  demur  to  that,  if  they  think  proper  to  do  so. 

Eule  accordingly. 


Saunders  v.  M^Gowran  and  Another.  ^ov.  24. 

oCIKE  FACIAS. — The  declaration  stated,  that,  in  a  cer-  Where  a  party 
tain  action,  brought  by  John  Saunders  against  Francis  diet  anrbcforc 
M'Gowran  and  W.  Nicholls,   a  verdict   was   given  for  judgment,  his 

'  °  lands  are  bound 

Saunders  against  the  said  defendants  for  £9  damages ;  in  the  hands  of 
after  which,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd  of  November,  1841,  the  judgment  en- 
said  Francis  M'Gowran  died ;  and  that,  within  two  years  It'fte™  aftlr 
after  such  decease,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  November,  1841,  7^1'^*'  nndtr 

.  .  .     '  '    17  Car.  2,  c.  8, 

judgment  was  given  by  the  said  court  in  the  said  action,  s.  i. 
according  to  the  force  and  effect  of  the  statute  in  that 
behalf,  against  the  said  F.  M'Gowran  and  W.  Nicholls, 
for  76/.  11*.  6rf.,  for  costs  and  damages.  The  sheriff  was 
then  commanded  to  make  known  to  Nicholls,  and  also 
to  the  heir  of  M^Gowran  and  to  the  terre-tenants  of 
M'Gk)wran's  lands,  that  they  might  shew  cause  why  the 
damages,  &c.  should  not  be  levied  on  their  lands,  tene- 
ments, &c.  The  sheriff  returned  that  there  was  not 
any  tenant  of  M'Gk)wran's  lands,  and  that  the  heir  of 
M'Growran  had  nothing  in  his  bailiwick  whereby  he  could 
give  him  notice. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,      To  this  declaration  the  defendant  M^Gowran  demurred 

1843 

"   ^     generally.     The  point  marked  for  argument  was,  that  the 

Saunders      defendant  was  not  chargeable,  as  heir  of  M'Gowran  de- 

M'GowKAN.    ceased,  for  any  lands  in  his  tenure,  it  appearing  by  the 

declaration  that  M'Gowran  died  before  the  said  judgment 

was  entered  up  and  given. 

Montague  Smith  was  heard  in  support  of  the  demurrer, 
(November  15). — The  only  point  in  the  case  is,  whether, 
M'Gowran  having  died  after  verdict  and  before  judgment 
signed,  his  lands  descending  to  his  heir-at-law  are  affected 
by  a  judgment  entered  within  two  terms  after  verdict. 
There  is  no  case  in  the  books  exactly  resembling  the  pre- 
sent ;  but  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  judgment  binds  the 
lands  from  its  date.  The  liability  of  the  heir  depends  on 
the  Stat.  17  Car.  2,  c.  8.  At  common  law,  judgment  could 
not  be  entered  up  after  the  death  of  a  defendant.  That 
inconvenience  was,  however,  remedied  by  the  stat.  17 
Car.  2,  c.  8,  the  first  section  of  which,  ^^  for  the  avoiding 
of  unnecessary  suits  and  delays,"  enacts,  "  That,  in  all  ac- 
tions, personal,  real,  or  mixed,  the  death  of  either  party 
between  the  verdict  and  the  judgment  shall  not  here* 
after  be  alleged  for  error,  so  as  such  judgment  be  entered 
within  two  terms  after  such  verdict."  There  is  no  pro- 
vision, however,  in  that  statute  which  makes  the  lands  of 
the  ancestor  in  the  hands  of  the  heir  chargeable  with  the 
judgment;  and  the  lands,  having  descended  to  the  heir 
before  judgment  signed,  could  not  be  affected  by  it.  The 
judgment  binds  the  lands  only  from  the  time  it  is  signed, 
and  it  could  not  be  entered  up  nunc  pro  tunc.  IParke, 
B. — The  lands  are  bound  by  the  judgment,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  ancestor  had  been  living,  and  had  sold 
them  under  the  like  circumstances.]  It  is  submitted  that 
the  only  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  prevent  its  being  alleged 
for  error  that  the  judgment  was  signed  after  the  death ; 
and  when  signed,  it  only  takes  effect  from  the  entry  of  it, 
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and  the  heir^  having  got  the  lands  before^  is  not  affected  Bxch,  ofPUM, 
by  the  judgment.    If  the  Court  give  to  this  judgment  the     ^    ^     ^ 
effect  contended  for^  it  will  contravene  the  statutory  rule      Saunders 
of  Hilary  Term  4  Will.  4,  c.  3,  which  directs,  that  "  all    m'Gowran. 
judgments,  whether  interlocutory  or  final,  shall  be  entered 
of  record  of  the  day  of  the  month  and  year,  whether  in 
term  or  vacation,  when  signed,  and  shall  not  have  relation 
to  any  other  day.^'    The  stat.  17  Car.  2  did  not  give  the 
judgment  any  relation  back. 

Lush,  contrk. — The  intention  of  the  statute  was  to  make 
a  verdict,  obtained  against  a  party  who  dies  before  judg- 
ment is  signed,  equivalent  to  a  judgment  entered  up  dur- 
ing the  lifetime  of  the  party,  provided  it  be  entered  up 
within  two  terms  after  his  death.  Such  was  considered 
to  be  the  effect  of  the  statute  in  the  case  of  Burnett  v. 
Holden  (a),  which  occurred  very  soon  after  its  passing. 
That  was  a  scire  facias  against  the  defendant  as  execu- 
tor, on  a  judgment  in  assumpsit  against  the  testator. 
The  defendant  demanded  oyer  of  the  judgment,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  testator  died  after  the  verdict  obtained 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  day  in  banc;  and  the 
judgment  on  which  the  plaintiff  brought  the  sci.  fa.  was 
entered  the  next  term  under  the  statute  of  Charles.  The 
defendant  pleaded  a  debt  due  to  himself  on  the  bond  of 
the  bankrupt  for  £100,  and  a  judgment  debt  to  Lord  Ar- 
lington, and  that  he  had  no  assets  beyond  £40,  which  he 
retained  to  satisfy  himself  and  Lord  Arlington.  To  this 
the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  '^  the  principal  question  was, 
if  the  plaintiff^s  judgment  shall  so  relate  as  to  be  to 
all  intents  Uke  a  judgment  had  against  the  testator  in  his 
life?"  The  case  was  argued  several  times,  and  though 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges, 
judgment  was  ultimately  given  for  the  plaintiff.     [Lord 

(a)  1  Lev.  277  ;  2  Keble,  549. 
VOL.  XII.  Q  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas,  Abinffcr,  C.  B. — That  case  is  not  a  very  strong  authority,  for 
'  ^  it  appears  by  the  report  that  in  Mich.  21  Car.  2,  Twysden  & 
Saundbrs  Moreton  held  against  the  plaintiff,  but  Kelynge  &  Rains- 
M'GowRAN.  ^^^^  ^^^  *^®  plaintiff.  But  in  Trin.  23  Car.  2,  judgment 
was  given  for  the  plaintiff  by  Hale  &  Moreton,  Twysden 
continuing  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  Rainsford  saying 
nothing.]  In  the  notes  to  Underhill  v.  Devereux  (a)  it  is 
said,  '^  the  judgment  upon  this  statute  is  entered  by  or 
against  the  party  as  if  he  were  living,"  citing  1  Salk.  42. 
In  Pantony.  The  TerretenantsofHall{b),  where  a  judgment 
was  obtained  against  Benedict  and  John  Hall,  the  former 
having  died  before  execution,  it  was  held  that  a  sci.  fa. 
might  issue  against  John,  and  the  heirs  and  the  terretenants 
of  Benedict.  That  would  be  precisely  the  course  to  be 
adopted  in  this  case.  The  heir  can  have  no  right  as 
against  a  party  who  has  a  paramount  remedy  against  the 
ancestor.  The  stat.  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  6  provides  a 
remedy  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  party  between  inter- 
locutory and  final  judgment,  and  it  has  been  held  that 
judgment  may  be  entered  up  under  that  statute  in  the 
same  way  as  if  the  party  were  alive.  \Parke,  B. — The 
case  of  Colbeck  v.  Peck  (c)  seems  to  shew  that  a  judgment 
against  a  party  who  has  died  after  verdict,  but  before  judg- 
ment, is  to  have  the  same  effect  as  if  the  party  had  been 
alive.  The  rule  there  laid  down  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may 
enter  up  judgment  in  the  cause  as  if  the  party  were  alive.] 

Montague  Smith  in  reply. — The  case  of  Burnett  v.  Holden 

can  scarcely  be  considered  as  any  authority,  as  the  Judges 

seem  to  have  entertained  extreme  doubt  about  it  to  the 

last,  and  no  reasons  are  given  for  their  opinions.     The  case 

of  Panion  v.  The  Terretenants  of  Hall  does  not  touch  this 

point,  for  there  the  party  died  after  final  judgment  was 

signed. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  2  Wms.  Saund  721.       (b)  Carthew,  105.     (c)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1280. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  ^jccH,  of  pum, 

1843. 

Lord  Abingeb,  C.  B. — There  is  a  case  of  Saunders  v.  Saundkrs 
MGowran,  which  was  argued  the  other  day,  in  which  a  M'Gowran. 
question  was  raised  whether  a  «ctr£/aci6»  was  good  to  bind 
the  effects  of  a  terretenant,  the  defendant  having  died  be- 
fore the  judgment  was  signed ;  the  Court  have  considered  it. 
The  facts  were  these :  the  judgment  was  entered  up  under 
the  statute  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  s.  1 — the  defendant  having  died 
before  the  judgment  was  entered.  The  question  was, 
whether  the  scire  facias  bound  the  terre  tenant: — ^The 
Court  are  of  opinion  that  it  does : — there  is  no  case  to  the 
contrary,  and  the  statute  would  be  ineffectual  unless  it  had 
that  effect.  A  case  was  cited  from  1  Lev.  277,  by  the 
counsel  who  argued  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  to  shew  that 
in  the  case  of  goods  and  chattels  it  clearly  would  bind.  We 
think  the  analogy  holds  good,  and  that  it  would  bind  in 
the  case  of  land  also.  There  is  no  principle  nor  case  to 
the  contrary,  and  it  seems  to  us  it  would  be  defeating  the 
object  of  the  statute  if  we  held  that  it  did  not  bind  in  this 
case.     Our  judgment  will  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

M,  Smith  applied  for  leave  to  amend. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — Upon  affidavit  of  merits  you 
may  amend  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise  there  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


q3 
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k.  of  Pleat, 
1843. 


Foster^  Administrator  of  Edward  Pollard,  deceased^ 

V.  Bates  and  Others. 

)ne  E.  p.  hav-  AsSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff,  as  administrator  of  E.  Pol- 
quantity  of  lard,  deceased,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  intestate, 
nando  Po  for'  *^^  ^^^  ^^^  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  after 
•ale,  died  intes.  j^g  death,  and  before  administration  granted,  and  on  an 

Ute ;  and  after  . 

his  death  the  account  Stated  with  the  plaintiff. 

defendants  pur-         ^^  . . 

chased  the  Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

f^\  o7the^?n-       ^*  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^f^>  ^-  **  *^®  London  Sittings  after 

tesute  there,  last  Trinity  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were 

who  sold  them 

for  the  benefit  of  partners  in  a  company  called  the  West  African  Company, 

esute ;"  ubse-  trading  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  and  that  one  Oldfield  was 

quentiy  to  the  their  agent  at  Fernando  Po.     The  goods  in  question  had 

tiff  took  out  been  sent  by  Pollard  from  this  country  to  Africa  for  sale; 

ministration  to  he  afterwards  died  intestate ;  and  after  his  death,  Oldfield; 

anVnow'sued  *^®  defendants*  agent,  purchased  the  goods  from  theagen 

the  defendants  of  the  intestate  there,  who  sold  them  for  the  benefit  of  tl 

for  the  price  of 

the  goods :—  intcstatc^s  estate.     Subsequently  to  the  sale,  the  plaint 

action  was  main-  ^^ok  out  letters  of  administration  to  Pollard,  and  brouf 

the  title 'of  an  ^^®  action  for  the  price  of  the  goods.     It  was  objectec 

administrator,  the  trial,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recovei 

not  exist  until  the  letters  of  administration  did  not  relate  back  tc 

admfnistration  ^™®  ^^  *^®  death  of  the  iutcstatc,  so  as  to  vest  in  th 

relates  back  to  ministrator  the  right  to  sue  on  a  contract  made  aft 

the  lime  of  the 

death  of  tiie  in-  death.     The  learned  Judge,  however,  left  the  case 

testate  so  as  to 

eniitiethe ad-  J^^i  who found a  vcrdict for  the  plaintiff,  leave  havin 

ministrator  to  pcserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  r 

sue  in  assump- 
sit for  goods 

IWeredf  and  ^^^^^  having  in  the  early  part  of  this  term  ob 

that,  as  the  act  rule  accordingly, 

of  the  agent  was 
ratlBed  by  the 

he^became  ad-         ^^'  ^'  Wdtsou  and  Gvecnwood  shcwcd  cause  (N 

ministrator,  it 

v;«^tion  that  the  intended  principal  was  unknown  at  the  time  to  the  person 
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The  action  is  well  maintainable.    Although  for  some  pur-   Exeh,  of  PUat, 
poses  an  administrator  does  not,  like  an  executor,  represent  '   ^ 

the  intestate  from  the  time  of  his  death,  yet,  when  letters  of  Foster 
administration  are  once  granted,  the  title  of  the  administra-  Bates. 
tor  vests  by  relation  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  intes- 
tate. The  distinction  between  the  case  of  an  executor  and 
ao  administrator  is  this,  that  the  former  may  commence 
an  action  before  probate,  but  the  latter  cannot  until  after 
grant  of  letters  of  administration.  But  although  the  ad- 
ministrator cannot  bring  an  action  before  administration 
granted,  the  authorities  are  decisive  that  all  the  intestate^s 
property  vests  in  him  by  relation  to  the  time  of  the  death. 
The  case  of  an  administrator  is  the  same  in  that  respect  as 
that  of  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  who,  although  they  are 
not  assignees  until  the  assignment,  yet  when  once  the  as- 
signment is  made,  have  the  property  vested  in  them,  and 
have  a  title  to  sue,  commencing  from  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 
In  Com.  Dig.  Administration,  (B  10),  it  is  thus  laid  down  : 
"An  executor  or  administrator  has  the  property  of  the 
goods  of  his  testator  or  intestate  vested  in  him  before  his 
actual  possession,  and  therefore  may  have  trover,  tres- 
pass &c.  against  him  who  takes  them  before  he  has  actual 
possession  of  them."  "  So,  though  the  administration  be 
not  granted  for  a  long  time,  yet,  when  it  is  granted,  it 
vests  the  property  in  the  administrator  by  relation  from 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  intestate."  Also  in  2  Roll. 
Abr.  554,  tit.  Trespass  (T)  pi.  2,  it  is  said  that  "  an  admi- 
nistrator shall  have  an  action  of  trespass  for  a  trespass 
committed  to  the  goods  of  the  testator,  after  his  death, 
before  administration  granted  to  him,  for  the  relation  fijses 
the  possession  from  the  beginning,  so  that  he  may  have  an 
action:"  and  the  Year  Book,  36  Hen.  6,  fo.  8,  is  cited. 
[Parke^  B. — All  the  cases  are  collected  in  a  recent  case  in 
the  Common  Pleas,  Tharpe  v.  Stallwood  (a),  where  it  was 

(a)  12  Law  J.,  Rep.  (N.  S.)  C.  P.,  241. 
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Exch.ofPUaa,  held  that  an  administrator  might  maintain  trespass  for  on 

injury  done  to  the  goods  of  his  intestate  after  the  death  of  the 
intestate,  and  before  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration. 
That  arises  from  the  necessity  of  the  thing,  for,  unless  such 
a  right  existed,  the  goods  might  be  lost.  The  doubt  here 
is,  whether  an  action  lies  on  a  contract  made  within  that 
time,  where  the  same  necessity  may  not  exist  ?]  The  true 
principle  is,  that  the  right  vests  by  relation,  and  without  re- 
ference to  necessity :  and  as  was  said  by  Cresswell,  J.,  in 
Tharpe  v.  Stallwood, — ^^  the  only  effect  of  the  letters  of  ad- 
ministration is  to  fix  the  person  to  whom  the  right  of  action 
accrues.^'  In  2  Roll's  Abr.,  Relation  (A),  it  is  said,  "  If  a 
man  die  possessed  of  certain  goods,  and  afterwards  a  stran- 
ger take  and  convert  them  to  his  own  use,  and  then  admi- 
nistration is  granted  to  J.  S.^  this  administration  shall  re- 
late back  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  so  that  J.  S.  may 
maintain  an  action  of  trover  and  conversion  for  this  con- 
version before  administration  granted  to  him."  And  if  the 
relation  goes  back  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  an  action 
of  tort,  it  must,  a  fortiori,  for  an  action  on  a  contract. 

If,  then,  the  right  vests  by  relation  to  the  time  of  the 
intestate's  death,  and  if  a  party  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate  disposes  of  the  goods  of  the  intestate,  it  is  open  to 
the  administrator  to  affirm  or  disaffirm  his  act.  It  may 
be  a  nice  question  whether  an  administrator  can  disaffirm 
his  own  act,  and  bring  trover  for  the  goods,  but  clearly  he 
may  affirm  or  disaffirm  the  act  of  a  third  person.  In  Ken- 
rick  V.  Burgess  (a),  it  was  agreed  by  all  the  Judges  that  if 
a  man  enters  as  executor  de  son  tort,  and  then  sells  goods, 
and  afterwards  takes  out  letters  of  administration,  the  sale 
is  good  by  relation.  In  Whitehall  v.  Squire  (4),  it  was  held 
by  two  Judges  against  Holt,  C.  J.,  that,  if  a  person  con- 
sent to  the  disposition  of  an  intestate's  goods,  and  after- 
wards take  out  administration,  he  cannot  maintain  trover 

(a)  Moore,  126.  {b)  3  Mod.  276;  1  Salk.296  ;  3  Salk.  161. 


MICHAELMAS   TEBM^    ^  VICT.  229 

for  them^  for  he  is  bound  by  his  former  consent.     If  that  Exch.  o/PUat, 

case  be  law,  an  administrator  who  has  sold  the  goods  of  '  ^ 

the  intestate  must  clearly  be  entitled  to  maintain  an  action        Foster 

for  goods  sold  and  delivered.     An  administrator  may  sue        Bates. 

on  a  contract  made  with  him,  in  his  own  right,  or  he  may 

sue  in  his  character  of  administrator,  on  the  ground  that 

the  money,  when  recovered,  would  be  assets.     Catherwood 

T.  Chabaud  (a).     In  every  case  where  the  money  recovered 

would  be  assets,  he  may  maintain  an  action  as  administrator. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  cite  authorities  to  shew  that 

where  a  party  has  a  right  of  action  in  tort,  he  may  waive 

the  tort  and  bring  assumpsit,  as  that  is  well  established  by 

many  cases.     Foster  v.  Stewart  (i),  Hambly  v.  Trott  (c), 

SiMth  v.  Hodson{d),  and  Russell  v.  Bell{e).     Here  the 

goods  vest  in  the  administrator  by  relation  to  the  death 

of  the  intestate,  and  if  the  goods  of  the  intestate  be  made 

away  with  or  converted  by  any  one,   the  administrator 

may  waive  the  tort  and   bring  assumpsit.      It  must  be 

considered  as  settled  by  Tharpe  v.  Stallwood{f),  that  the 

administrator  may   bring  trover  or  trespass,   and   so  he 

may  maintain  ejectment,  and  lay  the  demise  on  a  day  after 

the  intestate's  death,  but  before  administration  granted, 

as  was  held  in  Patten  v.  Patten  {g).    And  if  he  can  recover 

in  ejectment,  it  follows  that  he  may  maintain  an  action 

for  mesne  profits,  and  if  so,  he  may  maintain  an  action 

for  use  and  occupation.     It  makes  no  difference  that  the 

contract  was  made  by  an  agent,  who  did  not  know  at  the 

time  for  whom  he  made  the  contract,  for  the  authorities 

shew  that  the  doctrine  of  ratification  will  apply,  although 

the  agent  does  not  know  who  his  principal  is  at  the  time 


(a)  1  B.  &  Cr.  150  ;  2  D.  &  R.  (c)  10  M.  &  W.  340. 
271.  (/)  3  Dowl.  N.  S.  24. 

(b)  3M.  &Selw.  191.  (g)  1   Alcock  &  Napier,   493; 

(c)  1  Cowp.  371.  Williams  on   Executors,    493,  n., 

(d)  4T.B.  211.  (3rd  edit.) 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  of  the  contract.  In  Muskett  v.  Drummond  (a),  Parke,  J.,  re- 
'  ^  marks^  that  "  in  Hull  v.  Pickersgill  (i),  the  defendant  justi- 
FosTER  fied  as  an  agent  for  parties  who  did  not  ratify  his  act  until 
Bates.  ^^^  ^^^  action  was  brought,  and  that  was  held  sufficient/* 
In  Hagedom  v.  Oliverson  (c),  where  the  plaintiff  had  effected 
an  insurance  on  a  ship  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  and 
in  the  name  of  all  and  every  other  person  &c.  for  the  benefit 
of  S.,  an  alien  enemy,  and  procured  a  license  to  legalize 
the  voyage,  and  a  loss  happened,  and  two  years  after,  S., 
by  letter  to  the  plaintiff,  adopted  the  insurance ;  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover  against  the  under- 
writer, averring  an  interest  in  S.  There  the  principal  was 
not  in  existence  until  two  years  after  the  contract  of  in- 
surance was  entered  into.  It  is  immaterial  that  the  con- 
tract was  made  by  a  person  who  could  not  point  out  his 
principal  at  the  time,  or  whether  any  principal  then  ex- 
isted  or  not.  In  Maclean  v.  Dunn  {d),  it  was  held  that  if  A., 
without  authority,  makes  a  contract  in  writing  for  the 
purchase  of  goods  by  B.,  and  B.  subsequently  ratifies  the 
contract,  such  ratification  renders  A.  an  agent  sufficiently 
authorized  to  make  the  contract  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  The  authorities  clearly  establish,  that  the  prin- 
cipal's not  being  known  or  in  existence  at  the  time  is  no 
impediment  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action. 

Hoggins  [Kelly  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^An 
executor  derives  his  authority  from  the  will ;  an  adminis- 
trator from  the  grant  of  administration  by  the  ordinary : 
the  former  may  maintain  an  action  before  probate,  but  the 
latter  cannot  sue  until  letters  of  administration  are  granted 
to  him.  Whitehall  v.  Squire  (c)  has  been  relied  upon,  but 
in  that  case  Holt,  C.  J.,  dissented  from  the  opinion  of  the 
other  judges,  and  held  that  the  action  was  maintainable. 

(a)  10  B.  &  Cr.  157  ;  5  Man.         (c)  2  M.  &  Selw.  485. 
&  Ry.  210.  Id)  4  Bing.  722;  1  M.  &  P.  761. 

{h)  1  Bro.  &  B.  282.  (<?)  3  Mod.  276;  1  Salk.  295. 


■jh.'i 
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"The  principle  of  the  decision  of  the  two  judges  who  differ-  ^ch.  of  PUai, 
ed  fipom  Lord  HoU,  as  explained  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in 
Mfnm^fijrd  y.  Gibson  {a),  was,  that  the  plaintiff  being  a  par- 
ticeps  criminis  in  the  very  act  he  complained  of,  should  not 
be  permitted  to  recover  upon  it  against  the  person  with 
whom  he  had  colluded;  but  they  never  questioned  the 
ligbt  of  the  administrator  to  maintain  such  action  in  ge- 
neraL  In  Stewart  y.  Edmonds  {b),  where  the  intestate  had 
sent  some  plate  to  the  defendant,  a  silversmith,  for  safe 
custody,  and  was  at  the  same  time  indebted  to  him  in  a 
sum  exceeding  the  value  of  the  plate,  the  plaintiff,  after  the 
death  of  the  intestate  and  before  be  obtained  letters  of  ad- 
ministration, assented  to  the  defendant's  retaining  the  plate 
in  satisfaction  of  his  debt ;  he  afterwards  took  out  admi- 
nistration, and  brought  trover  for  the  plate.  Whitehall  v. 
Squire  was  cited  for  the  defendant ;  but  Abbott^  C.  J.,  held 
that  the  assent  was  not  binding  on  the  administrator. 
That  shews  that  the  act  of  the  administrator,  before  ad- 
ministration granted  to  him,  is  null  and  void.  So,  in  Doe 
d.  Hornby  v.  Glenn  (c),  it  was  held  that  the  agreement  of 
a  person  as  executor  de  son  tort  did  not  conclude  him  as 
rightful  administrator.  So,  if  a  man  releases,  and  after- 
wards takes  out  letters  of  administration,  it  will  not  bar 
him,  for  the  right  was  not  in  him  at  the  time  of  the  re- 
lease  {d).  It  is  admitted  that  when  the  property  of  the  testa- 
tor is  taken  wrongfully,  the  administrator  may  bring  trover, 
but  that  is  {romnecessity,  otherwise  the  goods  of  the  intestate 
might  be  lost;  and,  on  the  same  principle,  he  has  been  al- 
lowed to  maintain  trespass.  But  there  is  no  reason  for  ex- 
tending the  rule  to  the  case  of  a  contract,  where  no  such  ne- 
cessity exists.  The  authorities  are  clear,  that  an  administra- 
tor cannot  ratify  what  has  been  wrongfully  done  before  the 

(a)  4  East,  446.  (d)  Williams  on  Exec.  312,  318, 

(6)  Williams  on  Exec,  Srd  ed.,  3rd  edit  where  several  authorities 

313,  n.  are  referred  to. 
(c)  lAd.&E.49;  3N.&M.837. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  grant  of  administration.   There  is  no  authority  whatever  for 

saying  that  an  administrator  can  make  a  contract  by  rela- 
tion to  the  death  of  the  intestate.  An  administrator  can 
do  nothing  before  the  grant  of  administration,  by  which  he 
can  be  afterwards  bound.  It  has  been  attempted  to  assimi- 
late this  case  to  that  of  bankruptcy ;  but  there  is  no  such 
similarity,  for  there  the  property  is,  by  the  bankrupt  laws, 
vested  in  the  assignees  by  relation  from  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, although  they  are  not  appointed  at  the  time ;  and 
that  is  the  reason  why  they  may  waive  the  tort  and  sue  in 
assumpsit.  But  it  is  not  so  in  the  case  of  an  administra- 
tor :  it  is  only  in  extreme  cases  that  a  remedy  is  given  to 
maintain  trespass  or  trover  from  the  necessity  of  the  case, 
but  that  rule  ought  not  to  be  extended. 

Parke,  B. — ^We  wish  to  look  into  the  old  authorities, 

for  the  purpose  of  seeing  the  precise  ground  on  which  the 

relation  of  the  title  of  the  administrator  to  the  time  of  the 

death  of  the  intestate  was  established;  but  we  incline  to 

think  that  the  action  is  maintainable. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  {a)  was  now  delivered  by — 

Parke,  B. — In  this  case,  which  was  argued  a  day  or  two 
ago,  we  delayed  giving  our  judgment,  not  on  account  of  any 
doubt  we  entertained  at  the  time,  but  in  order  that  we 
might  refer  to  the  several  authorities  cited  at  the  bar.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit  must  be 
discharged.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff 
could  sue  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  him  as  adminis- 
trator of  one  Pollard,  upon  the  facts  which  were  in  evidence 
on  the  trial.  It  appeared  that  the  goods  were  sold  after 
the  death  of  the  intestate,  and  before  the  grant  of  letters 
of  administration,  by  one  who  had  been  the  agent  of  the 
deceased  on  the  coast  of  Africa;  and  that  they  were  there 
sold  avowedly  on  account  of  the  estate  of  the  intestate. 

(a)  Park€f  B.,  Gurney,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B. 
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It  is  clear  that  the  title  of  an  administrator,  though  it   -fi'^A.  ofPUas, 
does  not  exist  until  the  grant  of  administration,  relates 
back  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  intestate ;  and  that 
he  may  recover  against  a  wrong  doer  who  has  seized  or 
oouTerted  the  goods  of  the  intestate  after  his  death,  in  an 
action  of  trespass  or  trover.     All  the  authorities  on  this 
subject  were  considered  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
in  the  case  of  Tkarpe  v.  Stallwood  (a),  where  an  action  of 
trespass  was  held  to  be  maintainable.     The  reason  for  this 
relation  given  by  RollCy  C.  J.,  in  Long  v.  Hebb  (b),  is,  that 
otherwise  there  would  be  no  remedy  for  tlie  wrong  done. 
The  relation  being  established  for  the  benefit  of  the  intes- 
tate's estate,  against  a  wrong  doer,  we  do  not  see  why  it 
should  not  be  equally  available  to  enable  the  administrator 
to  obtain  the  benefit  of  a  contract  intermediately  made  by 
suing  the  contracting  party;  and  cases  might  be  put  in 
which  the  right  to  sue  on  the  contract  would  be  more  bene- 
ficial to  the  estate  than  the  right  to  recover  the  value  of  the 
goods  themselves.     In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  occa- 
sion to  have  recourse  to  the  doctrine,  that  one  may  waive  a 
tort  and  recover  on  a  contract ;  for  here  the  sale  was  made 
by  a  person  who  intended  to  act  as  agent  for  the  person, 
whoever  he  might  happen  to  be,  who  legally  represented 
the  intestate's  estate ;  and  it  was  ratified  by  the  plaintiff, 
after  he  became  administrator:  and,  when  one  means  to  act 
as  agent  for  another,  a  subsequent  ratification  by  the  other 
is  always  equivalent  to  a  prior  command ;  nor  is  it  any  ob- 
jection that  the  intended  principal  was  unknown,  at  the 
time,  to  the  person  who  intended  to  be  the  agent,  the  case 
of  Hull  V.  Pickersgill  {c),  cited  by  Mr.  Greenwood,  being  an 
authority  for  that  position.     We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Rule  discharged. 

(fl)  12  Law  J.,  N.S.,241.    See  (6)  Styles,  341. 

alio  Brooke's  Abr.,  Relation,  15.  (c)  1  Bro.  &  B.  282. 
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Exeh.  ofPUoM, 
1843. 

Ao©  23  Cock  v.  Gent  and  Others. 

An  act  of  Par-     X  RESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment. 

liament  for  .        'ii.      i.       i.  i.   i. 

esubiisbing  a     ^ot  gmlty,  by  Statute. 

court  of  re-  j^^  ^hc  trial,  bcfore  Ttndal,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  assize 

quests,  em-  '  ^  '  ' 

powering  cer-  the  countj  of  Kent,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brc 

sioners  to  ad-  to  rccovcr  damages  for  an  imprisonment  of  the  pla 

deniands°*not  '^^^^^  ^^  Order  of  the  defendants,  as  commissioners  a 

exceeding  a  Sandwich  Court  of  Requests.     It  was  objected  for  th< 

certain  amount, 

by  any  persons  fendants,  that  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  from  recoTe 
ant87esid*ent  "  ^^  conscqucnce  of  his  not  having  commenced  the  a 
within  certain     within  three  Calendar  months  next  after  the  fact  commi 

limits,  and 

having  a  clause  as  required  by  the  Sandwich  Court  of  Requests  AjcI 
public  act.— is  Gco.  3,  c.  XXXV.  That  act  empowers  the  commission 
Md^ewonar^  the  Court  of  Requests  to  take  cognizance  of  and  ad 
act,"  within  the  gate  On  all  debts  and  demands  not  exceeding  £5,  bj 

meaning  of  the  ^ 

Stat.  5  8c  6  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  against  any  defendai 
'  '  '  defendants  residing  within  the  limits  mentioned  in  th( 
In  answer  to  this  objection,  the  plaintiffs  relied  on  the 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  5,  by  which,  after  reciting  " 
divers  acts  commonly  called  public  local  and  person: 
local  and  personal  acts,  and  divers  other  acts  of  a  loca 
personal  nature,  contain  clauses  limiting  the  time  w 
which  actions  may  be  brought  for  anything  done  in  pi 
ance  of  the  said  acts  respectively ;  and  that  the  perio 
such  limitations  vary  very  much,  and  it  is  expedient 
there  should  be  one  period  of  limitation  only/'  it  is  ena 
'^  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  the  p 
within  which  any  action  may  be  brought  for  anything 
under  the  authority  or  in  pursuance  of  any  siLch  a< 
acts,  shall  be  two  years  \  or,  in  case  of  continuing  dan 
then  within  one  year  after  such  damage  shall  have  ce< 
and  that  so  much  of  any  clause,  provision,  or  enactn 
by  which  any  other  time  or  period  of  limitation  is  appoi 
or  enacted,  shall  be  repealed." 
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The  Lord  Chief  Justice  thought  that  the  Sandwich  Court  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
of  Bequests  Act  was  not  within  this  enactment,  and  accord-  '  ^ 

ingly  directed  a  nonsuit.  Cock 


Theriffer  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

Plait  and  Wordsworth  now  shewed  cause. — The  question 
isy  whether  this  Court  of  Bequests  Act  is  within  the  terms 
of  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  5;  that  is,  whether  it  is 
either  a  ''  public  local  and  personal  act,'^  or  a  ''  local  and 
personal  act,''  or  "  an  act  of  a  local  and  personal  nature.*' 
It  would  appear,  that  the  legislature  intended  to  apply  the 
repealing  clauses  of  the  statute  only  to  such  acts  as  were 
both  local  and  personal,  whether  public  or  private  in  their 
nature.  There  are  many  acts  which  are  local  in  their  na- 
ture, but  not  strictly  personal ;  as  acts  for  the  construction 
of  roads  or  docks ;  others  are  strictly  personal  in  their 
nature,  as  divorce,  settlement,  or  naturahzation  acts.  But 
this  Court  of  Bequests'  Act  is  not  local,  for  every  subject 
may  sue  in  that  Court  for  a  debt  under  £5,  wheresoever  it 
arose,  if  the  defendant  live  within  the  jurisdiction.  It  is  no 
more  local  than  any  enactment  whereby  a  summary  juris- 
diction is  given  to  magistrates.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — That 
would  not  be  local,  because  it  would  give  to  all  magistrates 
the  same  jurisdiction.]  The  only  general  division  of  statutes 
made  by  Blackstone  is  into  public  and  private  acts  (a) .  K  a 
local  matter,  as  a  road,  a  common,  or  a  dock,  be  the  subject 
of  the  act,  it  is  local,  because  treating  of  a  particular  place. 
So,  if  an  act  treat  of  the  rights  of  particular  persons,  that 
]A9i  personal  act.  But  here,  the  object  is  to  enable  anybody 
to  recover  debts,  within  a  certain  amount,  against  persons 
commorant  in  a  particular  district,  over  which  it  is  conve- 
nient to  give  jurisdiction  to  particular  commissioners. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — A  jurisdiction  may  be  circumscribed 

(a)  I  Bl.  Comm.  85. 


0. 

Gent. 
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Exch.  of  PUat,  by  the  residence  of  the  plaintiif^  or  of  the  defendant,  or 
^^^^'  ^     by  the  subject-matter  of  the  action ;  but  in  any  of  those 
cases  it  is  local.]     But  it  must  be  both  local  and  per- 
sonal, to  fall  within  the  statute  of  Victoria.    {_Gumey,  B. — 
The  statute  applies  to  acts  commonly  called  local  and  per. 
sonal.     This  is  printed  as  a  local  and  personal  act.    And 
the  defendants  are  local,  the  commissioners  local,  and  the 
power  of  enforcing  it  local] .     There  is  no  legal  division  of 
statutes,  but  into  public  and  private ;  Com.  Dig.>  FarliA- 
ment,  (R) ;  Bac.  Abr.,  Statute,  (F),  note.    The  descriptioa 
of 'Hocal  and  personal "  is  a  mere  mode  of  designating  oe^ 
tain  bills  passing  through  parliament  subject  to  certaii 
regulations.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^If  the  law  takes  no 
notice  of  such  acts,  you  must  refer  to  the  parliamentaij 
meaning.   Rolfe,  B. — Can  you  suggest,  if  this  be  not,  whtt 
act  is  local  and  personal  ?]     It  is  in  truth  a  private  act 
only. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  cannot  conceive  anything 
which  would  more  precisely  meet  the  description  of  a  local 
and  personal  act  than  this. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  fit  the  definition  exactly. 


Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Thesiffer  and  Petersdorff  appeared  to  support  the  rule. 


T 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1843. 

Manning  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  ^ 

Company.  JVbp.22,23. 

KESPASS  for  assaulting  the  plaintifiT,  seizing  and  lay-  The  Eastern 
ing  hold  of  him,  and  causing  him  to  be  conveyed  in  way"Act,  6  &'? 
custody  along  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway,  for  a  long  Wiii.  iv.,c.cvi., 

the  owners  and 
occupiers  of 
lands  through  or  upon  which  the  railway  was  to  be  made,  to  agree  to  receive  compensation 
for  any  damage  by  them  sustained  by  reeuon  qf  the  severing  or  dividing  of  iueh  lands,  tkc, 
and  also  for  any  damage,  loss,  or  inconvenience  sustained   by  them  by  reason  of  the  taking 
thereof,  &c. ;  and  in  case  the  company  and  such  parties  shall  not  agree  as  to  the  amount  or 
Talue  of  such  compensation,  the  same  is  to  be  ascertained  and  settled  by  the  verdict  of  a  Jury 
(if  required)  as  thereinafter  directed.     Sect.  29,  **  for  settling  all  differences  between  the  com- 
pany and  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  any  lands  taken,  used,  damaged,  or  injuriously  affected 
by  the  eiecution  of  any  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  act,  provides  for  the  summoning  of  a 
sheriff'*  jury,  to  inquire  of  and  assess  and  give  a  verdict  for  the  money  to  be  paid  for  the  pur- 
chase of  such  lands,  or  by  wayof  compensation  (inter  alia), /or  or  by  reason  of  the  severing  and 
Uriding  tkesamefrom  other  lands.  Sect.  31  directs  that  such  verdicts  and  the  judgments  thereon, 
being  fir»t  signed  by  the  person  presiding,  shall  be  deposited  with  and  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  county,  among  the  records  of  the  quarter  sessions,  and  shall  be  deemed  records  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  and  that  such  records  and  true  copies  of  them  shall  be  evidence. 
Sect.  Ill  enacts,  that  in  every  case  in  which  the  owner  of  any  lands,  ur  other  person  by  the 
act  capacitated  to  convey,  shall,  in  their  arrangements  with  the  company,  have  received,  or 
agreed  to  receive,  compensation  for  gates,  bridges,  &c.,  or  passages,  instead  of  the  same  being 
erected  by  the  company,  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  passage  to  or  from  either  side  of  the 
lands  severed  or  divided  by  the  railway,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such  owners,  or  those  claiming 
vnder  them,  to  pass  or  cross  the  railway  from  one  part  to  the  other  part  of  their  lands  so  severed 
and  divided,  otherwise  than  by  a  bridge,  &c.,  to  be  erected  at  the  charge  of  such  owners. 
Sect.  216  authorizes  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands  through  which  the  railway  shall  be 
made,  eacept  where  the  company  shall  have  made  proper  and  convenient  communication,  to 
cross  the  railway  as  therein  mentioned  for  the  purpose  of  occupying  such  lands;  and  sect.  217 
provides  that  such  right  of  crossing  shall  cease  so  soon  as  the  company  shall  have  constructed 
a  proper  bridge  or  other  communication. 

The  owner  of  lands  severed  by  the  railway  preferred  a  claim  for  compensation  from  the  com- 
pany, on  the  fooling  that  there  was  to  be  a  tJtal  separation  of  the  land,  without  any  communi- 
cation  being  made;  and  received  from  the  company  the  amount  awarded  to  him  by  a  jury 
summoned  under  sect.  29,  for  such  compensation: — Held,  that  the  verdict  of  such  jury,  and 
the  receipt  of  compensation  under  it,  was  an  arrangement  with  the  company  under  sect.  Ill, 
tnd  that  the  party  had  no  right  afterwards  to  cross  the  railway  for  the  purpose  of  the  occupation 
of  his  lands,  and  was  in  so  doing  a  trespasser  within  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  16. 

The  rerdict  of  the  compensation  jury  never  having  been  recorded  as  directed  by  sect.  81, 
held,  that  parol  evidence  might  be  given  of  their  finding,  and  of  the  grounds  on  which  it  proceeded. 
An  inclosure  act  authorized  the  commissioners  therein  named  to  divert  or  stop  up  any  old 
road,  public  or  private,  leading  between  or  over  any  of  the  old  inclosures  within  the  district  to 
which  the  act  applied ;  with  a  proviso  that  no  such  road  should  be  stopped  up  without  the  con- 
currence and  order  of  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  district.  The  commissioners,  by  their 
award,  "  in  pursuance  of  the  powers  and  authorities  vested  in  them  by  the  said  act,  and  by  the 
concurrence  and  order  of  &c.,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and  for  Sec.,** 
•topped  up  a  certain  public  footpath  in  the  district.  No  order  of  justices  was  to  be  found  in  the 
place  of  deposit  mentioned  in  the  act  for  the  award  and  other  documents  relating  thereto: — 
Held,  that  the  award  itself,  and  the  statement  therein  contained,  was  sufficient  prim&  facie  evi. 
dence  that  the  road  had  been  duly  stopped  up  by  the  concurrence  and  order  of  two  justices,  the 
•ubsequent  enjoyment  not  being  shewn  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  award. 
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Sxeh.  qfPieatt  distance^  and  in  the  direction  of  the  Romford  station,  on 

•  ^     the  said  railway.     The  second  count  also  charged  the  de- 

Mannino     fendants  with  forcibly  conveying  the  plaintiff  to  the  house 

Eastern      of  a  magistrate  for  the  county  of  Essex,  and  before  him 

Railway^^Co.  inaliciously  and  falsely  charging  the  plaintiff  with  having 

been  found  illegally  in  and  upon  the  said  railway.  The 
third  count  was  similar  in  terms  to  the  second,  except  that 
it  charged  as  special  damage  the  expenses  of  the  plaintiff 
in  procuring  his  discharge  from  imprisonment. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  as  to  the  first  count 
of  the  declaration,  that  before  and  at  the  said  time  when 
&c.,  the  defendants  were  lawfully  possessed  and  in  the 
occupation  of  a  certain  close,  called  and  known  as  the 
Eastern  Counties  Railway,  in  the  parish  of  Romford,  in 
the  county  of  Essex ;  and  being  so  possessed  and  in  the 
occupation  thereof,  the  plaintiff,  a  little  before  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  with  force  and  arms  and  with  a  strong 
hand,  and  without  the  license  or  permission  of  the  defend- 
ants, did  break  and  enter  the  said  close  of  the  defendants, 
to  wit,  the  said  railway,  and  as  much  as  in  him  lay  did 
forcibly  and  wrongfully  attempt  to  walk  in,  over,  and  along 
the  said  close  and  railway :  and  thereupon  the  defendants, 
by  their  servants  in  that  behalf  duly  authorized,  then  re- 
quested the  plaintiff  to  quit  the  said  close  or  railway, 
which  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  refused  to  do,  and  con- 
tinued to  walk  over  and  upon  the  said  close  and  railway; 
whereupon  the  defendants,  in  defence  of  the  possesion  of 
the  said  close  and  railway,  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  by 
their  servants,  gently  laid  their  hands  upon  the  plaintiff  in 
order  to  remove,  and  did  then  remove  the  plaintiff  from 
and  out  of  the  said  close  or  railway,  as  they  lawfully  might 
for  the  cause  aforesaid,  and  thereupon  then  conveyed  him  a 
short  distance  along  the  said  railway,  to  wit,  to  the  station  of 
Romford  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  that  being  the  most 
convenient  and  proper  place  then  and  there  to  remove  the 
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plaintiff  from  the  said  close  or  railway,  which  are  the  tres-  Bxek.  rf  PUat, 

IfMQ 

in  the  first  count  mentioned^  &c.     Verification. 


Third  plea  (to  the  first  count),  that  hy  an  act  made  and  Manning 
passed  &c.  [6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cvi.],  intituled^  '^  An  Act  for  Eastern 
making  a  Railway  from  London  to  Norwich  and  Yarmouth^  Railway^. 
hy  Bomford,  Chelmsford,  Colchester,  and  Ipswich,  to  be 
csUed  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway,''  the  defendants 
were  nnited  into  a  company  for  making  and  maintaining 
the  said  railway  and  other  works  by  the  said  act  authorized, 
and  for  the  other  purposes  therein  declared,  according  to 
the  provisions  and  restrictions  therein  mentioned,  and  for 
that  purpose  were  incorporated  by  the  name  and  style  of 
the  "  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company ; ''  and  the  de- 
fendants say,  that  before  the  said  time  when  &;c.,  the  said 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  had  been  duly  made  and  com- 
pleted, according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  and  car- 
riages and  trains  were  then  running  upon  the  line  of  rail- 
way so  completed :  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that 
afterwards,  and  whilst  the  defendants  were  such  railway 
company  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  act 
made  and  passed  be.,  [3  &  4  Vict.  c.  97],  intituled,  "  An 
Act  for  regulating  Railways,''  the  plaintiff,  at  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  unlawfully  and  illegally,  at  the  parish  of 
Romford  aforesaid,  did  wilfully  trespass  upon  the  said 
railway  of  the  defendants,  and  then  and  there  unlawfully 
and  wilfully  did  refuse  to  quit  the  same  upon  request  then 
and  there  to  him  made  by  a  certain  officer  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  said  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company ;  where- 
upon the  said  officer  seized  and  detained  the  plaintiff  in 
and  upon  the  said  railway  of  the  defendants,  and  conveyed 
the  plaintiff  along  the  said  railway  in  the  direction  of  the 
said  station  called  Romford  station,  as  he  lawfully  might 
do,  in  order  to  take  the  plaintiff  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  for  the  said  county  of  Essex,  acting  in  and  for  the 
district  in  which  the  plaintiff  committed  the  said  trespass ; 
and  because  the  plaintiff  then  and  there  resisted,  and  con- 
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jBxcA.  of  Pleat,  ducted  himself  with  Yiolencei  the  said  officer  of  the  do* 

fendants  necessarily  a  little  dragged  and  palled  the  plain- 
tiff along  the  said  railway;  which  are  the  said  alleged 
trespasses  in  the  first  count  mentioned  &c.    Verification. 

There  were  also  pleas  to  the  second  and  third  counts, 
differing  from  the  third  plea  only  in  that  they  went  on  to 
justify,  for  the  same  cause,  the  taking  of  the  plaintiff  and 
charging  him  before  the  magistrate. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea ;  to  the  second, 
he  replied  the  existence  of  a  public  footway  across  the  said 
dose  in  the  plea  mentioned,  in  the  use  of  which  he  passed 
on  foot  into  and  over  the  said  close,  &c. ;  which  was  denied 
by  the  rejoinder ;  and  to  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  pleas, 
there  was  a  replication  of  de  injuria. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last  assiECS  for  the 
county  of  Essex,  it  appeared,  that  the  plaintiff  occupied  a 
£Eurm  in  the  parish  of  Romford,  under  the  railway  company, 
which  was  intersected  by  the  railway,  and  no  communica^ 
tion  of  any  kind  had  been  made  by  the  company  between 
the  severed  portions  of  the  land.  It  was  contended  for  the 
plaintiff,  that  he  had,  therefore,  a  right,  imder  the  provi- 
sions of  the  railway  act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cvi.,  to  cross  the 
railway  for  this  purpose ;  and  that  he  had  done  so  on  the 
occasion  in  question.  The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand, 
insisted  that  this  right  had  been  taken  fix>m  him,  either  by 
his  having  received  compensation  from  the  company,  in 
respect  of  their  not  having  made  such  communication,  or 
by  the  provisions  of  the  general  act  for  the  r^ulation  of 
railways,  8  &  4  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  16  (a).     With  respect  to  the 


(a)  The  following  sections  of  the 
acts  of  Parliament  are  material  to 
the  case : — 

6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cvi.,  s.  28, 
empowers  the  owners  and  occu- 
piers of  lands  through  or  upon 
which  the  railway  or  other  works 
vert  intended  to  be  made,  to  agree 


to  accept  and  receive  satia&ctioii 
or  recompense  for  the  value  of  such 
lands,  and  also  compenaation  for 
any  damage  by  them  suataiiied  bf 
reason  of  the  ieverim^  or  rffwdiiy 
of  such  lands,  &c.,  and  also  for  or 
on  accoimt  of  any  damage,  lost,  or 
inconvenience  sustained  by  them 
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eompensation  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  the  plain-   ExcTl  ofPieaa, 
tiS,  the  evidence  was^  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  unexpired 


by  Tcaton  of  the  taking  thereof, 
fe.;  and  in  case  the  company  and 
lac^  partieay  respectively,  shall  not 
9gnt  as  to  the  amount  or  value  of 
sodi  porchase-money,  satisfaction, 
neonpenae,  or  compensation,  the 
same  diall  be  ascertained  and  set- 
tled by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  (if  re- 
qntrad)  aa  thereinafter  directed. 

Sect.  29,  «  for  settling  all  differ- 
tnoca  between  the  company  and 
the  owners,  leasees,  and  occupiers 
0^  or  persona  interested  in,  any 
lands  taken,  used,  damaged,  or  in- 
juriooaly  affected  by  the  execution 
of  any  of  the  powers  "  granted  by 
the  ad,  provides,  in  the  usual  man- 
ner, for  the  summoning  of  a  jury 
faj  the  sheriff,  who  are  "  to  inquire 
of,  and  aasess,  and  give  a  verdict 
far  the  sum  of  money  to  be  paid 
bt  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  and 
also  the  sum  of  money  to  be  paid 
byway  of  satisfaction,  recompense, 
or  eompensation,  either  for  the  da- 
laagea  which  shall  before  that  time 
hare  been  done  or  sustained,  or 
for  cr  bjf  reason  of  the  severing 
tnd  tUviding  the  same  from  other 
lands  wherein  any  such  persons 
shall  be  interested,  or  for  the  future, 
temporafy,  or  recurring  damages 
which  shall  be,  or  shall  have  been, 
so  done  or  sustained  as  aforesaid, 
and  the  cause  or  occasion  of  which 
thaU  have  been  in  part  only  ob- 
Tiated,  removed,  or  repaired  by  the 
aaid  company,  and  which  cannot, 
or  may  not,  be  further  obviated, 
fo,  by  them;  which  satisfaction, 
TCCompcnse,  or  compensation  for 
mch  damage  or  loss  shall  be  in- 
quired into  and  assessed  separately 


and  distinctly  fVom  the  value  of  the 
lauds  so  to  be  taken  or  used  as 
aforesaid." 

Sect.  31  directs  that  the  said 
verdicts  and  judgments,  being  first 
signed  by  the  sheriff,  &c.,  or  other 
person  presiding,  shall  be  deposited 
with  and  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  the  county  among  the  re- 
cords of  the  quarter  sessions,  and 
shall  be  deemed  records  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes ;  and  that  such 
records,  and  true  copies  of  them, 
shall  be  evidence. 

Sect.  36  enacts,  ^^  That  the  com- 
pany shall  not  be  obliged,  nor  shall 
any  jury  to  be  summoned  by  vir- 
tue of  the  act  be  allowed,  (without 
the  consent  of  the  company),  to 
receive  or  take  notice  of  any  com- 
plaint to  be  made  by  any  party  for 
any  loss  or  injury  by  him  sustain- 
ed, or  supposed  to  be  sustained,  in 
consequence  of  the  execution  of 
any  of  the  powers  of  the  act,  unless 
notice  in  writing  on  his  behalf, 
stating  the  nature,  extent,  and  par- 
ticulars of  such  loss  or  injury,  and 
the  amount  of  the  compensation 
claimed  in  respect  thereof,  shall 
have  been  given  by  such  person 
to  the  company  ten  days  before 
the  summoning  of  such  jury,  and 
within  six  calendar  months  after 
the  time  of  supposed  loss  or  injury 
having  been  sustained,"  &c. 

Sect.  Ill  enacts,  ^^That,  in  every 
case  in  which  the  owner  of  any 
lands,  or  other  person  by  this  act 
capacitated  to  convey,  shall,  in 
their  arrangements  with  the  said 
company,  have  decided  or  agreed 
to  receive  compensation  for  gates. 
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Bxek.  qfPliot,  term  of  eight  years  in  his  farm,  and  that  three  i 

1843 

land  had  been  taken  from  it  for  the  purposes  of  the  x 

The  company  and  the  plaintiff  differing  as  to  the  i 


BLlnnino 

9. 

Eastskn 
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bridges,  &c.,  or  passages,  instead 
.Railway  Co.    of  the  same  being  erected  or  formed 

by  the  said  company  for  the  pur- 
pose of  facilitating  the  passage  to 
or  from  either  side  of  the  lands 
severed  or  divided  by  the  said  rail- 
way,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such 
owners,  or  those  claiming  under 
them,  to  pass,  and  they  shall  for 
ever  be  prevented  from  passing  or 
crossing  the  said  railway  from  one 
part  to  the  other  part  of  these  lands 
so  severed  and  divided,  otherwise 
than  by  a  bridge,  arch,  or  culvert 
to  be  erected  at  the  charge  of  such 
owners." 

Sect  216  enacts,  <*  That  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  respective  owners 
and  occupiers  of  land  through  which 
the  said  railway  shall  be  made,  and 
their  respective  servants  and  work- 
men, (except  in  cases  in  which  the 
said  company  shall,  at  their  own 
expense,  have  made  proper  and 
convenient  communications  from 
the  land  on  one  side  of  the  said  rail- 
way to  the  land,  &c.,  on  the  other 
side  thereof,  according  to  any  agree- 
ment with  any  owner  or  occupier 
thereof,  or  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act),  at  all  times  to 
pass  and  repass,  &c.,  directly,  but 
not  otherwise,  over  and  across  such 
part  only  of  the  said  railway  as 
shall  be  made  in  or  upon  their  re- 
spective lands,  for  the  purpose  of 
occupying  the  same  lands,  without 
payment  of  any  rate  or  toll  for  the 
same,  provided  that,  by  so  doing, 
or  by  consequence  thereof,  the  pas- 
sage upon  or  along  the  said  rail- 
way be  not  in  any  way  hindered  or 


obstructed,  or  the  same 
works  connected  therewil 
any  way  damaged." 

Sect.  217  provides,  " 
soon  as  the  company  si 
constructed  proper  brid| 
over  or  under  the  railway 
nications  between  the  Ian 
same  owner  on  each  sid 
railway,  &c.,  the  right  oft 
and  his  servants  and  woi 
pass  over  the  railway,  I 
suant  to  sect  216,  shall  c 
determine." 

3  &  4  Vict  c.  97,  8.  H 
''That  if  any  person  s 
fully  obstruct  or  impede 
ficer  or  agent  of  any  raili 
pany  in  the  execution  of 
upon  any  railway,  &c.,  ( 
person  shall  wilfuUy  trei^ 
any  railway,  or  any  of  th 
or  other  works  or  prem 
nected  therewith,  and  shi 
to  quit  the  same  upon  reqi 
to  him  by  any  officer  oi 
the  company,  every  such 
offending  shall  and  may 
and  detained  by  any  such 
agent,  &c.,  until  such  off 
be  conveniently  taken  be 
justice  of  the  peace  for  tl 
or  place  wherein  such  off 
be  committed;''  and  sul 
party,  on  conviction  be: 
justice,  to  a  penalty  not  < 
£5,  and,  in  default  of 
thereof,  to  imprisonment 
ceeding  two  months,  U 
termined  on  payment  d 
nalty. 
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of  the  price  to  be  paid  to  him  for  the  land  so  taken^  a  jury  Bxeh.  rf  PUat, 

mm  snmmoned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  for  the  pur-  '   ^ 

pose  of  assessing  it.     No  documentary  proof  was  given  of      Manning 

their  verdict^  which  had  never  been  recorded  as  directed  by      Eastsrn 

the  act;  but  the  under-sheriff,  before  whom  the  inquisition  railwatO>. 

via  held,  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  and 

stated,  that  the  plaintiff  was  present  during  the  inquiry, 

and  that  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  value  of  the  land, 

US/.  15«.,  and  for  severance,  250/. ;  and  a  receipt  was  put 

in,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  as  follows : — "  Received  from  the 

Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  the  sum  of  363/.  15^., 

being  the  amount  of  compensation-money  awarded  by  the 

jnxy  to  be  paid  to  me,^'  &c.    This  evidence  was  objected  to 

by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  but  was  received. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  as  to  the  right  of  public  foot- 
way, it  was  proved,  that  there  had  formerly  existed  a  public 
{ratpath  over  the  site  of  the  railway,  at  the  place  where  the 
plaintiff  went  upon  it,  and  was  taken  into  custody  for  so 
doing.  Under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  Parliament  ^'for 
indosing  and  dividing  the  commons  and  waste  lands  in  the 
parishes  of  Homchurch,  Romford,  and  Havering,  within  the 
manor  and  liberty  of  Havering-atte-Bower,  in  the  county 
of  Essex,''  [51  Geo.  3,  c.  clxxxvii.],  two  commissioners  were 
q[ypointed,  who,  by  their  award,  dated  14th  June,  1814, 
stated  as  follows : — "  We,  the  said  commissioners,  in  pur- 
luance  of  the  powers  and  authorities  vested  in  us  by  the 
laid  act,  do,  by  this  our  award,  and  by  the  concurrence 
and  order  of  &c.,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace, 
acting  in  and  for  the  said  manor  and  liberty  of  Havering- 
atte-Bower,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  stop  up  the  several  pub- 
he  footpaths  or  ways  hereinafter  mentioned,"— enumerating 
amongst  others  the  footpath  in  question.  The  award  was  pro- 
duced, and  appeared  to  have  been  properly  enrolled;  but  no 
order  of  two  justices,  under  the  19th  section  of  the  inclosure 
act  (a),  was  produced ;  some  evidence  was,  however,  given 

(a)  The  2nd  section  of  this  act  ence  of  opinion  between  the  two 
proTided^tbat,  in  case  of  any  differ-     commissioners  appointed  by  the  act 
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JSxeJu  tf  Pieas,  q{  a  search  for  it  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of 

1843. 

-     the  manor^  where^  hj  the  45th  section  of  the  indosnre  act^ 

Mannuto      all  documents  relating  to  the  award  ware  to  be  deposited, 

EikSTBBK      and  that  it  was  not  found  there.    It  was  objected  for  the 

R^iLWiLT  Co.  plaintiff  that^  without  proof  of  such  order  haying  been 


made^  the  award  could  have  no  effect.  The  learned  Judge 
referred  to  the  cases  oiBex  t.  InhabUanis  ofHasUngfield  (a). 
Doe  d.  Nanney  t.  Chre  (b),  and  Heysham  t.  Forster  {e),  as 
authorities  to  shew  that  the  maxim  '^  omnia  prssumuntnr 
rite  esse  acta^'  would  apply^  unless  evidence  were  given  of 
subsequent  usage  inconsistent  with  the  award.  The  award 
was  signed  by  the  commissioners^  but  not  also  hj  any  um- 
pire appointed  by  them  under  the  provisions  of  the  indo- 
sure  act ;  and  it  was  further  objected^  that  it  was  inopera- 
tive on  this  ground.  This  objection  was  overruled.  It 
appeared  that  the  footpath  had  been  stopped  up  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  awards  and  the  site  of  it  obhterated,  and  that 


in  the  execution  of  it,  it  should  he 
stated  in  writing,  and  referred  to 
the  person  therein  mentioned  as  an 
umpire,  whose  judgment  and  deter- 
mination thereon  should  he  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  the  judgment  and 
determination  of  the  commissioners. 

llie  13th  section  enabled  parties 
dissatisfied  with  the  determination 
of  the  commissioners  or  umpire  to 
contest  it  by  a  feigned  issue;  and 
provided,  that  the  determination  of 
the  commissioners  or  umpire  con- 
cerning anything  not  so  contested 
should  be  final  and  conclusive. 

The  19th  section  enacted,  <<  That 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  com  • 
missioners  and  umpire,  and  they 
and  he  were  and  was  thereby  au- 
thorised and  empowered,  to  divert 
or  stop  up  any  old  carriage-road, 
drift-way,  bridle-way,  or  footpath, 
public  or  private,  leading  between, 
tkrongh,  and  over  any  of  the  old  in- 


closures  within  the  said  manor;**  and 
provided,  '*  that  the  soil  of  the  roads 
and  ways  so  to  be  stopped  up  should 
be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  part  of 
the  lands  and  grounds  to  be  divided 
and  allotted  by  virtue  of  the  ad; 
provided,  that  no  such  road  thould 
be  stopped  up  without  the  eoncvr- 
rence  and  order  of  two  justices  of 
the  peace  for  the  said  manor  and 
liberty  of  Havering- atte-Bower, 
and  that  everv  such  order  should 

* 

be  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  quar- 
ter sessions." 

Sect.  45  directed  the  depositii^ 
of  the  award  of  the  oommiMioQer^ 
when  duly  enrolled,  with  the  maps 
annexed  thereto,  and  all  other  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  tame,  widi  die 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  manor  aad 
liberty  of  Havering-atte-Boi 

(a)  2  M.  &  Selw.  558. 

(b)  2M.&W.  321. 
(e)  5  Man.  ft  Ry.  277. 
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a  priyate  carriage-road^  leading  to  the  lodge  of  a  gentleman's  Exeh.  rf  pieoM, 
manaiofn^  had  occupied  the  site  of  it  down  to  the  time  of  .^  '  . 

the  making  of  the  railway ;  and  evidence  was  given  of  per-      Manning 
sons  being  prevented  from  passing  along  this  road^  and^  in      Eastern 
oiB  instance,  of  a  person  being  taken  before  a  magistrate   railwat'co. 
fiir  trespassing  upon  it. 

The  learned  Jndge  left  to  the  jury  two  questions  :  Firsts 
idiether  there  had  been  any  new  dedication  to  the  public 
of  the  footpath,  since  it  was  stopped  up  in  the  year  1814. 
The  jury  found  that  there  had  not.  Secondly,  whether 
the  plaintiff  preferred  his  claim  for  compensation  from  the 
railway  company,  on  the  footing  that  there  was  to  be  a 
total  separation  of  his  land,  without  any  communication 
being  made ;  and  whether  he  received  the  payment  as  such 
compensation.  The  jury  foimd  that  he  did;  and  they 
having  assessed  the  damages  at  the  sum  of  £15,  in  case 
it  should  turn  out  that  the  defendants  were  not  justified  in 
arresting  the  plaintiff,  his  Lordship  directed  the  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  that  sum,  reserving  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  the  questions,  first,  whether  there  was 
soflicient  evidence  of  all  having  been  done  which  was  ne- 
cessary to  make  the  stopping  up  of  the  footway  under  the 
inclosure  act,  a  valid  act;  and,  secondly, »whether  the  ver- 
dict of  the  compensation  jury,  and  the  receipt  by  the  plain- 
tiff of  the  amount  awarded  by  them,  was  an  arrangement 
between  him  and  the  company,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
111th  section  of  the  railway  act. 

Shee,  Serjt.,  having  accordingly,  in  pursuance  of  the 
leave  reserved  by  the  learned  Judge,  obtained  a  rule  to 
ihew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  on  all  the  issues,  except  the  first,  or  why  there 
should  not  be  a  new  trial, 

'netiger  and  Ogle  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule. — 
First,  as  to  the  issue  on  the  right  of  footway.  The  author- 
ity of  the  commissioners  under  the  inclosure  act,  to  stop 
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Exeh.  o/PUat,  up  this  footwajT,  Ought  to  have  been  proved  by  evidence  of 
v^..^^^.^  an  order  of  justices^  made  pursuant  to  the  19th  section* 
Manning  j^  jg  gjjj  ^.j^i^jj  ^j^g  maxim,  that  omnia  prsesumuntor  rite 
Eastern  esse  acta,  applies,  and  that  the  cases  referred  to  by  the 
Railway  Co.  learned  Judge  at  the  trial  are  authorities  for  this;  but  it 
must  be  remembered  that  here  the  presumption  is  to  be 
made  against  a  public,  not  a  private  right  of  way.  Public 
rights  can  be  extinguished  only  by  a  strict  exercise  of  the 
authority  given  for  that  purpose :  Vooght  v.  Winch  (a). 
\Parhe,  B. — ^There  cannot  be  any  difference  as  to  the  pre- 
sumption to  be  made  in  favour  of  the  acts  of  public  com- 
missioners, whether  their  authority  be  to  take  away  a 
public  or  a  private  right.]  In  Stilly.  Halford{b),  which 
was  an  action  on  an  award  made  under  a  Judge's  order, 
where  the  submission  was  to  A.  and  B.,  and  such  third 
person  as  they  should  appoint,  an  allegation  that  A.  and  B. 
appointed  C.  was  held  not  to  be  proved  by  putting  in  an 
award  executed  by  all  the  three,  reciting  that  A.  and  B. 
did  appoint  C,  and  by  shewing  that  C.  acted  along  with 
them  in  the  arbitration.  [Parke,  B. — That  was  the  case  of 
a  private  award.  The  doubt  I  had  was,  that  the  act  of 
Parliament  requires  two  judicial  acts,  and  therefore  there 
should  have  been  better  evidence  of  a  search  for  the  order 
of  magistrates.  There  certainly  was  no  evidence  to  im- 
peach the  award  on  the  ground  of  subsequent  enjoyment 
inconsistent  with  it,  so  as  to  render  it  necessary  on  that 
account  to  shew  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  and  to 
prevent  the  application  of  the  ordinary  presumption  in 
favour  of  persons  filling  a  public  oflSce.] 

Then  the  award  was  bad,  not  being  signed  by  the  com- 
missioners and  the  umpire,  which  it  ought  to  be  in  order 
to  the  exercising  of  the  power  given  by  sect.  19.  In  other 
places,  the  statute  authorizes  acts  to  be  done  by  the  com- 
missioners or  umpire — here  it  gives  the  authority  only  to 
the  commissioners  and  umpire.     It  was  meant  to  require, 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  662.  (ft)  4  Campb.  17. 


MICHAELMAS   TBRM^    /  YICT.  247 

in  this  instance^  the  concurrence  of  all  the  persons  named  Etch,  qf  PUas, 
m  the  act,  for  the  fall  protection  of  the  parties  interested  '  ^ 

in  the  way  to  be  stopped  up.     [Gumey,  B. — ^The  words     Manning 
aze,  "  and  they  and  he  are  and  is  hereby  authorized  and      Eastern 
empoirered''  &c. ;  that  imports  that  the  commissioners  are  railway"  o 
anthorised  when  they  are  acting  under  these  powers^  and 
the  umpire  when  he  is  so  acting.     Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B. — 
"Tliey  or  he''  would  have  been  uncertain.    The  words 
med  were  necessary  to  authorize  each,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  case.] 

Thirdly,  was  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  a  ivmtU  trespasser, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  8  &  4  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  16?     It  is 
sabmitted  that  he  could  not  be  so  deemed,  because  he  had 
authority,  under  the  216th  section  of  the  railway  act,  to 
cross  the  railway  for  the  purpose  of  occupying  his  lands 
aerered  by  it,  no  communication  having  been  made  be- 
tween them  by  the  company.     But  it  is  said  his  right  has 
been  taken  away  by  an  arrangement  made  by  him  with  the 
company,  imder  sect.  Ill :  for  that,  having  received  com- 
pensation, by  the  verdict  of  the  sheriff's  jury,  for  the  land 
taken  firom  his  farm,  and  also  for  severance,  he  must  be 
presumed  to  have  made  an  arrangement  which  took  away 
his  right  to  pass  over  the  railway  to  the  lands  so  severed. 
But,  in  the  first  place,  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  under  the   31st  section  of  the  act. 
Nothing  was  properly  admissible  to  prove  it  but  the  record 
itself,  or  a  copy  of  it.     In  the  next  place,  the  jury  had  no 
authority,  under  the  29th  section,  to  give  compensation 
for  the  non-access  to  the  severed  portions  of  the  land,  but 
only  for  the  damage  done  to  the  farm  by  the  actual  sever- 
ance.    A  party  must  suffer  a  serious  inconvenience  by 
having  his  land  intersected  by  a  railway,  independently 
of  any  question  as  to  the  means  of  afterwards  crossing 
the  railway  to  it.     How  can  it  be  a  case  in  which  an  ar- 
nmgemetU  with  the  company  can  be  presumed,  when  it  is 
only  upon  their  not  agreeing  that  the  jury  is  called  in? 
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Exeh.  rfPUai,  [Parke,  B. — ^The  jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  asked  i 

^  iD^.  ^  obtained  from  the  sheriflPs  jury  compensation  for  th 

Manning  severance^  and  received  it  from  the  company.   The  qi 

EAiraRN  ^f  whether  that  is  an  arrangement  with  the  company 

RfttwTy  Co  *®^-  ^^^-1  ^®  ^^^*^  section  does  not  come  into 
'  tion  until  after  the  question  of  compensation  for  the 
severance  has  been  settled.  The  investigation  befc 
sheriff's  jury  is  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  ra 
how  can  they  then  ascertain  or  estimate  the  d 
which  may  arise  from  the  non-communication? 
Abinger,  C.  B. — It  would  seem  that  the  jury  must  be 
to  decide  according  to  the  jurisdiction  given  by  the 
Parliament^  unless  there  be  evidence  of  an  agreemc 
tween  the  parties  that  they  shall  settle  the  rest  of  th< 
pensation  also.  An  arrangement  may  be  made  by 
of  the  jury^  as  arbitrators^  but  there  should  be  son 
dence  of  a  previous  agreement  for  that  purpose.] 

The  Solicitor-General  (with  whom  were  Shee,  Serj 
E,  James),  in  support  of  the  rule^  was  relieved  frx>m 
ing  the  questions  arising  on  the  issue  of  the  right  o: 
way. — ^The  jury  have  found  that  the  plaintiff  claimi 
has  received  compensation  for  the  want  of  any  com 
cation  between  his  lands.  Now^  the  whole  of  the  pr 
ings  before  the  sheriff's  jury  is  an  arrangement  ai 
tlement  of  the  mutual  rights  of  the  parties.  K  tl 
party  demands^  and  the  other  party  pays^  satisfacti 
any  matter  in  difference  between  them^  surely  tha 
arrangement  within  the  meaning  of  the  111th  sectio 
as  has  been  suggested^  the  jury  had  no  power  to  givi 
pensation  for  this  head  of  damage  without  the  concu 
of  the  parties^  that  makes  it  stronger  to  shew  that 
in  the  nature  of  an  arrangement  between  them.  Bi 
submitted  that  the  legislature  intended  that  thi 
Mhould  exercise  such  a  power.  Sect.  28  appHes  in 
to  every  sort  of  damage  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
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ing  or  dividing  of  any  lands ;   and  sect.  29  professes  to  Bxeii.  of  PUas, 
be  framed  for  the  settling  of  all  differences  between  the     ^   ^^^'  ^ 
eompaiiy  and  all  parties  interested  in  any  lands^  taken  or      Manning 
ased^  or  damaged  or  injuriously  affected,  by  the  execution      EAsnKN 
oC  any  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  act.    The  verdict  of  ajStw^Ir  Co. 
the  jnry  ia  a  part  of  the  arrangements  between  the  parties. 
He  matters  in  difference  may  be  arranged  out  of  Court; 
if  they  be  not,  they  are  arranged  and  settled  by  the  inter- 
Tention  of  the*  jury.    Under  sect.  28,  the  parties  are  em- 
powered to  agree  for  satisfaction  for  damage  of  every  kind; 
under  sect.  29,  the  jury  have  power  to  oMtBM  satisfaction 
for  damage  of  every  kind  about  which  the  parties  do  not 
igree.     They  go  before  the  jury  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  what  communications  will  be  made,  and  the  plaintiff 
makes  his  claim,  and  receives  his  compensation,  for  all 
damage  by  the  want  of  any  other  communication.     If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  jury  have  no  such  power,  the  compen- 
sation must  have  been  received  by  the  concurrence  of,  and 
by  agreement  with,  the  company,  and  the  case  equally 
fidls  within  sect.  Ill ;  and  if  it  be  necessary  for  this  pur- 
pose to  have  a  prior  arrangement,  the  proceedings  before 
the  jnry  were  ample  evidence  whence  to  infer  it.    For  this 
purpose  that  jury  were  in  the  capacity  of  arbitrators.    If  a 
party  aaks  for  damages  for  the  total  severance,  it  is  in 
effect  a  waiver  of  his  right  to  have  a  passage  made. 

With  respect  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  as  to 
Ae  proceedings  before  the  sheriff,  it  was  clearly  sufficient, 
no  record  having  been  made  of  the  verdict.  \PaTkey  B. — 
I  thought  it  was  not  essential  that  the  verdict  should  be 
recorded ;  but  that  prim&  facie  it  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  recorded,  and  that  it  was  so  to  be  proved,  unless  the 
contrary  was  shewn.  Here  it  was  shewn  that  it  never  had 
been  recorded,  and  therefore  I  admitted  parol  evidence  of 
the  verdict.] — He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — I  think  the  rule  ought  to  be 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,    absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.     I  pass  by 

1843 

v«..^J!.^     the  first  ground  on  which  the  case  has  been  argued^  that 

MANNiNtt      relating  to  the  footway,  because  it  was  disposed  of  yester- 

Eastbrn       day.     The  award  is  prim&  facie  right,  and  the  evidence  of 

lUiLWAT  Co.    it  was  properly  received :  and  if  so,  it  is  clear  that  the 

right  to  the  public  way  was  ipso  facto  destroyed  by  the 
award.  The  only  remaining  point,  therefore,  is,  whether 
the  defendants  have  justified  themselves  under  their  act  of 
Parliament  One  of  two  things  appears  to  me  to  be  made 
out  on  behalf  of  the  defendants.  Either  the  company  had 
a  right  under  the  act,  in  concurrence  with  the  plaintiff,  to 
make  him  this  compensation,  and  the  amount  of  it  was 
submitted  by  him  to  the  sheriflPs  jury,  and  received  by 
him  in  pursuance  of  their  verdict,  as  compensation  for  the 
severance  of  his  land  without  reference  to  any  communica- 
tion at  all.  Or,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  jury  had  no 
jurisdiction  imder  the  act,  yet  I  think  it  came  fairly  within 
the  meaning  of  an  arranffement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  company.  He  claimed  this  compensation,  the  jury 
awarded  it,  and  the  company  paid  and  he  received  it.  If 
they  had  power  to  differ  about  the  amount  of  it,  they  had 
power  to  settle  it  by  some  common  tribunal.  Therefore, 
either  by  a  verdict  which  the  jury  had  jurisdiction  to  give, 
or  by  an  arrangement  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agree- 
ment, the  plaintiff  has  received  compensation  for  the  non-* 
communication.  He  had,  therefore,  no  right  afterwards 
to  cross  the  railway,  and  the  company  were  justified  in 
preventing  him.  The  rule  must,  therefore,  be  absolute  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  two  points 
which  I  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  were 
these :  firsfc,  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  all 
had  been  done  which  was  necessary  to  make  the  stopping 
up  of  the  footway  under  the  inclosure  act,  and  the  award 
of  the  commissioners,  a  valid  act ;  and,  secondly,  whether 
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the  verdict  of  the  sheriff's  jury,  and  the  receipt  by  the  &cA.  «/  Pieat, 
plaintiff  of  the  amount  of  compensation  awarded  to  him  by    ^  ^      ^ 
that  jury,  was  an  arrangement  by  him  with  the  company,     Mamkino 
within  the  111th  section  of  the  railway  act.  Eastbut 

In  the  first  place,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  was  suflS-  bailwat^. 
cient  prim&  facie  evidence  of  the  validity  of  the  award.  I 
dionght,  at  the  trial,  and  still  think,  on  the  authorities 
which  I  then  referred  to,  that  the  award  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  rightly  made,  unless  there  were  some  inference 
to  the  contrary  from  subsequent  enjoyment  inconsistent 
with  it.  There  was,  however,  no  evidence  to  raise  any  such 
inference.  Therefore  there  was  sufficient  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  award,  unless  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
prove  affirmatively  that  the  order  of  justices  was  made : 
and  I  am  satisfied  that  they  were  not,  and  that  the  cir- 
cumstance that  such  an  order  was  required  makes  no 
difference  in  the  application  of  the  principle  I  have  re- 
ferred ta 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  verdict  of  the  sheriff's 
jury,  and  the  receipt  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  compensation 
awarded  by  them,  for  the  want  of  any  communication  be- 
tween his  lands,  was  an  arrangement  within  the  111th 
section.  On  that  question  I  entertained,  at  the  trial,  on 
the  slight  consideration  which  I  could  then  give  to  it,  a 
different  opinion  from  that  which  has  just  been  expressed 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.  But  now,  on  fuller  considera- 
tion of  the  act  of  Parliament,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  com- 
pany are  right  on  this  point  also,  and  that  the  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them.  I  left  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  preferred 
a  claim  for  compensation  before  the  sheriff's  jury,  not 
merely  for  the  general  injury  sustained  by  the  separation 
of  his  estate  by  the  railroad,  but  also  for  the  actual  ab- 
sence of  communication,  as  upon  the  footing  of  no  com- 
munication being  to  be  made  by  the  company  between  the 
two  parts  of  the  property.  I  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  plaintiff  clearly  meant  to  make,  and  had 
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Bzek.  rf  Pleat,  made^  tliat  claim  before  the  sheriff's  jury^  and  whether  he 
'  ^    had  received  the  amount  of  the  compensation  from  the 

Manninq      company  on  that  footing.    The  jury  found  that  he  had; 

Eabtb&n      and  certainly  I  was  quite  satisfied  with  the  propriety  of 
Railwat  Ck>.   ^^^  verdict,  as  it  was  evident  from  the  plaintiff's  own 

conduct  on  every  occasion,  that  he  was  quite  aware  he  had 
no  right  to  the  exercise  of  that  footpath,  and  had  no  right 
at  all  to  cross  the  railway.  Then  the  only  question  which 
remains  is,  that  which  arose  upon  the  meaning  of  the  111th 
section  of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

Now,  with  respect  to  that  question,  the  first  point  would 
be  whether  or  not,  under  the  28th  and  29th  sections,  the 
jury  had  a  right  to  give  compensation,  not  merely  for 
general  injury  by  severance,  but  also  for  the  absence  of  any 
communication  to  be  made  by  the  company.  I  have  some 
doubt  whether  the  power  of  the  jury  extended  to  more 
than  giving  damages  for  the  general  injury  sustained  by 
severance ;  but  that  will  make  no  difference  in  the  result, 
in  my  opinion,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  verdict  ought 
to  be  entered.  Suppose  the  jury  had  no  power,  under 
the  word  ^'  severance,''  to  give  compensation  for  a  total 
severance;  if  that  were  so,  the  jury  having  in  fact  given  a 
verdict  for  the  amount  of  such  compensation,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  receive  it,  unless  the  case  did  actually 
fall  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  arrangement*'  in  the 
111th  section.  By  the  216th  section,  which  gives  the  pro- 
prietors of  lands  the  power  of  crossing  the  railroad,  they  have 
a  right  to  pass  and  repass  across  such  part  of  the  railway 
as  shall  be  made  in  or  upon  their  lands,  "  except  in  cases 
in  which  the  company  shall  at  their  own  expense  have 
made  proper  and  convenient  communications"  from  the 
land  on  one  side  of  the  railway  to  the  land  on  the  other 
side,  "  according  to  any  agreement  with  any  owner  or  oe- 
cupier  thereof,  or  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act." 
The  section  to  which  reference  is  here  made  in  the  216th 
section  is  obviously  the  111th.  [His  Lordship  read  that 
•edion.]     Therefore,  the  short  question  to  which  it  oonm 
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18  this^  was  there  any  arrangement  with  the  company  hy  the  iBxcA.  of  Pietu, 
plaintiff?  The  term  "  arrangement  '*  is  a  very  wide  and  in-  ^ 

definite  one.  If  the  plaintiff  made  a  claim  for  the  loss  of  Manning 
oommiinication  by  means  of  the  company  not  providing  a  Eastb&n 
timiiel  firom  one  side  of  his  land  to  the  other^  then  it  seems  railwat^o. 
to  me  that  either  the  sheriff's  jury  had  a  power,  under  the 
29th  section,  to  give  compensation  accordingly,  and  that 
may  be  deemed  to  be  an  arrangement  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act ;  or  that  is  not  so,  then  the  case  comes  to  this, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  preferred  before  the  sheriff's  jury  a 
daim  which  he  had  no  right  to  do,  for  loss  by  total  sever- 
ance, and  the  jury  having  given  compensation  for  it,  he  has 
received  it;  and  that  falls  within  the  meaning  of  the  ^^ar- 
nngement"  contemplated  in  the  1 1 1th  section.  I  think 
that  section  does  not  by  the  term  *^  arrangement "  neces- 
larily  mean  a  positive  agreement  between  the  company 
and  the  party ;  and  as  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  actually 
made  that  claim,  and  has  been  paid  for  the  want  of  com- 
mnnication  accordingly,  it  seems  to  me  that  he  is  now 
deprived  of  the  right  of  going  across  the  railway  for  the 
occupation  of  those  lands.  For  these  reasons,  I  think  the 
verdict  ought  to  be  set  aside  on  this  ground  also,  and  the 
role  made  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

OmeiNBT,  B.,  concurred. 

RoLFE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  although  I  con- 
fess that  for  some  time  I  entertained  considerable  doubt  on 
the  last  point.  Whether  rightly  or  wrongly,  the  plaintiff 
preferred  his  claim,  and  received  compensation  at  the 
bands  of  the  jury,  for  the  injury  he  would  sustain  by  being 
precladed  from  going  across  the  railway  to  his  lands ;  and 
I  concur  with  my  Lord  and  my  learned  Brothers,  that 
that  amounts  to  an  arrangement  within  the  meaning  of 
the  111th  section. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  defendants. 


254  CASES  IN   THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Exch,  of  Pleas, 
1843. 

Hyde  v.  Watts. 

Nov.  24.        -p^ 

Assumpsit  for  UeBT  for  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence  and  attend- 
bour,  &C.  Plea,  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  attorney  and  solicitor  in  prosecuting  and  de- 
that,  after  the     fending  certain  causes  and  suits,  and  for  interest,  money 

accruing  of  the  °  ^  '  ^  j 

causes  of  ac-      lent,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated. 

tioD,  by  an  in- 
denture between 
the  defendant,  of 

the  first  part,  S.  and  H.,  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  others,  creditors  of  the  de- 
fendant, of  the  third  part,  S.  and  H.  were  appointed  trustees  for  carrying  the  indenture  into 
effect,  for  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  defendant's  creditors  as  should  execute  it.  The  plea  then 
stated  an  excuse  for  profert,  and  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  S.  and  H.,  and  the  other  creditors  of 
the  defendant,  did  acquit,  release,  and  discharge  him  from  all  debts,  &c.  The  replication  set 
out  the  indenture,  not  on  oyer,  but  in  hsc  verba.  It  recited,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  parties  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  in  the  several  sums  set  opposite  their  names  in  the 
schedule  thereunder  written;  that  he  had  covenanted  to  pay  to  S.  and  H.,  as  trustees  for  the 
creditors,  ;f500  for  each  of  the  three  successive  years  next  after  the  1st  of  January  then  next; 
that  he  would  forthwith  assure  his  own  life  in  some  assurance  office  in  London  or  Westminster 
in ;f  1500,  and  would  continue  the  same  so  insured  during  the  said  three  years:  provided,  thai, 
in  case  of  the  defendant's  neglect  or  refusal  to  effect  or  keep  on  foot  such  policy  of  assurance  on 
his  own  life,  then  in  either  of  those  cases  the  indenture  was  to  be  utterly  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever.  Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would  assure  his  life  in  any  office 
in  London  or  Westminster,  **  as  by  the  said  indenture  required,  and  according  to  the  said 
covenant  in  that  behalf  therein  mentioned,"  whereby  the  same  indenture  became  utterly  void. 
Rejoinder,  that,  after  it  had  become  the  defendant's  duty  to  effect  the  said  policy,  the  defendant 
paid  to  S.  and  H.,  the  trustees,  £500  in  part  performance  and  satisfaction  of  the  covenant,  which 
S.  and  H.  received  as  such  part  performance  and  satisfaction  ;  that  the  payment  was  made  at  the 
express  desire  and  request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  making  it,  the  plaintiff,  and 
S.  and  H.,  knew  that  the  defendant  had  not  effected  the  jpolicy  ;  that  after  such  payment,  the 
defendant  assured  his  life  at  another  office  in  London  for  xlOOO ;  that  S.  and  H.  accepted  that 
policy  and  acknowledged  such  assurance  to  be  a  sufficient  and  satisfactory  performance  of  the 
covenant;  that  afterwards  the  defendant  paid  to  S.  and  H.  the  sum  of  x  126  in  further  part 
performance  of  the  said  covenant,  by  means  whereof  S.  and  H.,  as  trustees  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  creditors,  acknowledged  the  indenture  to  be  subsisting  and  valid,  and  not 
to  have  become  void : — 

Heldt  on  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder,  first,  that  the  plea  was  not  bad  for  omitting  to  state  that 
the  debt  sued  for  was  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  indenture,  since,  as  the  plea  exeusedprO' 
fert  of  the  indenture,  and  did  not  set  it  out  on  oyer,  it  was  not  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  plea. 

Secondly,  that  the  breach  in  the  replication  was  not  bad,  on  general  demurrer,  in  omitting  to 
state  that  a  reasonable  time  for  effecting  the  policy  of  assurance  had  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit. 

Thirdly,  that,  by  the  defendant's  neglect  to  keep  alive  the  policy  for  £1600,  the  indenture  was 
not  absolutely  void  as  to  all  the  parties  to  it,  but  merely  void  as  to  the  plaintiff  and  others  if  they 
ahould  elect  to  make  it  so. 

SembU,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  so  elect  after  taking  a  benefit  under  it 

But  admitting  that  the  breach,  by  the  defendant's  neglect  to  insure  forthwith,  could  not  be 
Insisted  on  by  the  plaintiff  as  avoiding  the  release,  hM,  that  it  was  still  competent  to  the 
plaintiff  to  insist  on  the  subsequent  neglect  to  insure  as  another  ground  of  avoidance ;  that  the 
replication  contained  a  breach,  not  merely  for  not  effecting  the  policy  forthwith,  but  for  not 
insuring  at  all  according  to  the  indenture ;  and  that  the  rejoinder,  though  it  contained  a  good 
answer  to  the  first  part,  did  not  contain  any  answer  to  the  last,  because  the  acceptance  by  the 
trustees  of  a  policy,  not  made  according  to  the  trust-detd,  did  not  bind  the  plaintiff. 

Held  also,  that  no  act  or  intimation  of  election  on  the  part  of  the  plaintitt  to  avoid  the  deed 
was  necessary  before  bringing  the  action. 

A  party  may  avail  himself  of  admissions  or  statements  of  particular  facts  in  the  pleadings  of 
the  opposite  party,  and  one  pleading  may  be  cured  by  admissions  in  another,  although  the  latter 
may  have  been  demurred  to. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM^  7  VICT.  253 

Plea,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  several  causes  of  ac-  Exch.  of  PUat, 


tion,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  of  December,  1841,  by  an  indenture  made  between 
the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  A.  Spottiswoode  and  J. 
How  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  divers  other 
creditors  of  the  defendant  of  the  third  part,  the  said  An- 
drew Spottiswoode  and  James  How  were  appointed  trus- 
tees for  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  in  the  indent- 
ure for  the  benefit  of  such  of  the  defendant's  creditors  as 
ahoold  execute  the  same.  The  plea  then  excused  profert, 
snd  alleged,  that  the  plaintiff,  Spottiswoode  and  How, 
together  with  the  other  creditors  of  the  defendant,  parties 
to  the  said  indenture  of  the  third  part,  for  the  considera- 
tions therein  specified,  did  acquit,  release,  and  for  ever 
discharge  the  defendant  of  and  from  all  and  all  manner 
of  debt  and  debts,  sum  and  sums  of  money,  bills,  bonds, 
notes,  accounts,  reckonings,  judgments,  executions,  actions, 
laits,  claims,  and  demands  whatsoever  which  they  the  said 
releasing  parties,  or  any  of  them,  then  had  or  thereafter 
might  have  against  the  defendant  for  or  in  respect  of  any 
debt,  transaction,  matter,  or  thing  up  to  the  day  of  the 
date  of  the  said  indenture,  as  by  the  said  indenture  more 
folly  appears.  And  the  defendant  averred  that  the  said 
causes  of  action,  and  each  and  all  of  them,  and  every  part 
thereof,  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  debts,  trans- 
actions, matters,  and  things  before  the  date  of  the  said 
indenture.    Verification. 

Beplication,  that  the  said  indenture  in  the  second  plea 
mentioned  was  and  is  an  indenture  ''in  the  words  and 
figures  following  :^^  the  indenture  was  then  set  out  in  full, 
(not  on  oyer),  and  recited,  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  parties  of  the  second  and  third  parts  ''in  the  seve- 
ral sums  set  opposite  to  their  respective  names  in  the 
schedule  hereunder  written  -"  that,  being  unable  to  pay  the 
same,  he  called  his  creditors  together,  and  he,  the  defend- 
ant, proposed  and  agreed  to  enter  into  the  covenant  and 
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Ejceh.  of  PUaif  agreement  thereinafter  contained^  and  thereby  to  secure  to 

his  said  creditors  £1500,  to  be  paid  to  the  parties  of  the 
second  part,  after  the  rate  of  £500  per  annum,  such  sum 
of  £1500  to  be  divided  rateably  amongst  his  creditors; 
and  in  consideration  thereof,  the  parties  of  the  second  and 
third  parts  agreed  to  release  the  defendant  from  his  said 
debts  and  liabilities,  to  which  the  creditors  agreed,  and 
nominated  the  parties  of  the  second  part  to  be  trustees  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  the  said  arrangement  into  execu- 
tion. The  indenture  then  witnessed,  that  the  defendant 
did  thereby  covenant  with  the  parties  of  the  second  part 
that  he  would,  daring  each  of  the  three  successive  years 
next  ensuing  the  1st  of  January  then  next,  pay  to  the  par* 
ties  of  the  second  part  £500,  by  monthly  payments  or  other- 
wise as  the  trustees  should  require,  and  that  he  would 
"forihwiih,  at  his  own  proper  costs  and  charges,  assure,  or 
cause  to  be  assured,  his  own  life,  in  some  or  one  of  the  re- 
spectable offices  in  London  or  Westminster  for  the  assu- 
rance of  lives,  in  the  sum  of  £1500  at  the  least,  and  should 
and  would  continue  the  same  so  insured  during  the  said  term 
of  three  years,  and  should  and  would  deposit  such  policy 
with  the  said  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part.'' 
It  was  then  declared  and  agreed,  by  and  between  all  the 
parties  thereto,  that  the  parties  of  the  second  part  should 
hold  all  and  every  the  trust  monies  upon  trust  to  pay 
themselves  and  the  other  creditors  rateably.  The  indent- 
ure further  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of  the  aboTS 
covenant  and  agreement  of  the  defendant,  the  parties  of 
the  second  and  third  parts  did  acquit,  release,  and  dis- 
charge him  the  said  defendant  from  all  debts,  sums  of 
money,  claims,  &c.  which  they  the  releasing  parties,  w  any 
of  them,  then  had  or  might  have  against  him ;  provided, 
that,  in  case  he  the  defendant  should  make  default  in  pay- 
ment of  all  or  any  of  the  sums  of  money  by  him  cove- 
nanted to  be  paid,  or  ''  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  effect  (ht 
kegf  on  foot  such  policy  of  assurance  on  his  own  life^  as 
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belbfe  mentioned^  then^  and  in  either  of  the  said  cases,   Etch,  ofpuiui 

fhoae  presents  should  be  utterly  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 

pows  whatsoeTer/'    And  it  was  further  provided,  that,  in 

case  all  the  creditors  should  not^  before  the  Ist  of  January 

{hennext^  sign  and  execute  the  deed,  the  defendant  should 

be  at  libertj  to  cancel  it,  and  thenceforth  the  same  should 

be  utterly  roid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever. 

Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  at  his 
own  proper  costs  and  charges,  assure,  or  cause  to  be  as- 
sored^  his  own  life,  in  any  office  in  London  or  Westmin- 
ster for  the  assurance  of  lives,  in  any  sum  of  money  what- 
soever, as  by  the  said  indenture  required,  and  according  to 
the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf  therein  mentioned,  where^ 
by  the  same  indenture  became  and  was  utterly  void. — 
Verification. 

Bejoinder,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture, 
and  after  it  had  become  the  defendant's  duty  to  effect  the 
sud  policy,  and  to  deposit  the  same,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  he  the  defendant 
paid  to  the  said  A.  Spottiswoode  and  J.  How,  the  trustees 
appointed  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  £500  in  part  perform- 
ance and  satisfaction  of  the  covenant  by  him  made,  which 
said  som  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.  did  then  accept  from  the 
defendant  in  such  part  performance  and  satisfaction  as 
aforesoid;  that  such  payment  was  made  by  him  the  de- 
findant  tit  the  express  desire  and  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  so  desiring  and  re- 
questing him  to  make  such  payment,  and  at  the  time  of 
the  defendant's  making  the  same,  the  plaintiff,  A.  S.  and 
J.  H.,  knew  that  the  defendant  had  not  effected  such  as- 
sorsnoe  of  his  own  Ufe,  or  deposited  such  policy,  as  by  the 
said  indenture  was  required;  that,  after  the  payment  of  such 
sum  of  money,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to 
wit,  on  frc,  he  the  defendant  did,  at  his  own  proper  costs  and 
charges,  aasore  his  own  life  in  a  certain  respectable  office 
ML  London^  to  wit^  in  a  oertain  office  called  and  knownt  as 

s2 


258  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

Mxeh.  of  PUoi,  the  Victoria  Life  Assurance  and  Loan  Company,  for  a  lai]g 
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sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £1000,  and  did  then,  to  wit,  o 
&c.,  deposit  the  policy  of  assurance  with  the  said  A.  Spot 
tiswoode  and  J.  How ;  that  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.  theo 
accepted  the  said  policy  from  him  the  defendant,  and  thea 
acknowledged  and  declared  themselves  to  be  satisfied  there> 
with  as  such  trustees,  and  then  acknowledged  and  decland 
such  assurance  of  his  life  by  the  defendant,  and  such  de* 
posit  of  the  said  policy  as  aforesaid,  to  be  a  sufficient  and 
satisfactory  performance  of  the  said  covenant ;  that,  after 
such  deposit  of  the  said  policy,  and  before  &c.,  to  wit,  (A 
&c.,  he  the  defendant  paid  to  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.  thft 
sum  of  £125,  and  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.,  so  being  siu^ 
trustees,  then  accepted  the  same  from  the  defendant,  infinr- 
ther  part  performance  and  satisfaction  of  the  said  covenant; 
by  means  whereof  they  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.,  then  being 
by  the  said  indenture  authorized  and  empowered  to  act  ai 
such  trustees  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  and  other  tho 
creditors  of  the  defendant,  as  well  as  for  and  on  behalf  o) 
themselves  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.,  and  then  acting  as  sad 
trustees  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  other  thecrfr 
ditors  of  the  defendant,  as  well  as  for  and  on  behalf  d 
themselves  the  said  A.  S.  and  J.  H.,  did  acknowledge  th 
said  indenture  to  be  a  subsisting  and  valid  indenture,  and 
not  to  have  become  void  by  reason  of  any  supposed  previoa 
breach  of  covenant  on  the  part  of  him  the  defendant,  b] 
reason  of  his  not  having  effected  an  insurance  on  his  owi 
life  in  strict  and  exact  accordance  with  the  covenant  in  thl 
said  indenture  on  his  the  defendant's  part  contained,  oi 
otherwise. — Verification. 

Special  demurrer. — The  plaintiff's  points  were,  amongil 
others,  as  follows : — That  the  release  mentioned  in  the  plei 
having  been  avoided  by  the  defendant's  default  in  not  in- 
suring his  life  for  £1500,  such  release  was  not  rendered 
valid  by  the  payments  or  other  matters  mentioned  in  the 
rejoinder;  that  the  rejoinder  shewed  no  waiver  by  anyone 
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uracil  less  by  the  plaintiff,  of  the  avoidance  of  the  release,  Exch,rfPUai, 
and  that  no  person  had  authority  to  bind  the  plaintiff  to 
sach  waiver;  that  the  terms  of  the  deed  could  not  be 
varied  except  by  an  instrument  of  as  high  a  nature ;  that  the 
rejoinder  was  a  departure  from  the  pica ;  and  that  the  plea 
was  bad,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  debts  sued  for  were 
included  in  the  release  contained  in  the  deed  as  set  out, 
the  release  being  tied  down  by  the  recital  to  the  debts  set 
opposite  the  creditors'  names  in  the  schedule. 

The  defendant's  points  were,  that  the  avoiding  of  the  in- 
denture was  capable  of  being  waived,  and  that  it  sufficiently 
appeared  to  have  been  waived ;  that  the  replication  was  ill 
for  several  reasons :  first,  because  it  was  not  averred  therein, 
nor  did  it  appear  from  the  previous  pleadings,  that  a  reason- 
able time  for  effecting  such  assurance  had  elapsed  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action ;  and  that,  for  anything 
that  appeared,  the  action  might  have  been  commenced  im- 
mediately on  the  execution  of  the  indenture,  and  before  it 
could  have  been  possible  for  the  defendant  to  effect  the 
policy;  secondly,  because  it  did  not  appear  from  the  repli- 
cation or  previous  pleadings  that  the  defendant  had  not, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  before  a  reason- 
able time  for  effecting  such  insurance  had  elapsed,  paid  to 
the  trustees  the  whole  sum  which  he  was  liable  to  pay,  and 
ao  put  an  end  to  all  necessity  for  effecting  the  policy;  and, 
lastly,  as  a  departure  from  the  declaration  in  this,  that  the 
declaration  is  framed  on  the  original  cause  of  action,  which 
appears  frx)m  the  indenture  set  out  in  the  replication  to 
have  been  actually  released  as  stated  in  the  plea,  and  so  to 
have  been  during  some  interval  entirely  destroyed  and  gone; 
and,  therefore,  supposing  the  indenture  to  have  become 
void,  as  stated  in  the  replication,  the  cause  of  action  there- 
upon accruing  was  a  new  cause  of  action  arising  out  of  the 
particular  circumstances,  and  ought  to  have  been  specially 
declared  on  as  such. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,      Vhihauk  argued  in  support  of  the  demurrer^  (Nov.  20).* 

The  plea  and  rejoinder  are  bad  on  general  demurrer^  and  tl 
replication  is  good ;  or^  if  it  be  not  sufficient  in  itself^  it  hi 
been  made  so  by  the  rejoinder.  Firsts  the  indenture^  as  se 
out  in  the  replication^  does  not  bear  out  the  plea^  for  th 
release^  as  stated  in  the  plea,  is  a  general  release  of  aD 
debts  and  causes  of  action,  whereas  it  appears  firom  tk 
recital  in  the  indenture,  as  set  out  in  the  replication,  ihit 
the  defendant  was  to  be  released  from  such  debts  on^ 
as  were  set  down  in  the  schedule  opposite  the  respective 
names  of  the  creditors  signing  it.  The  plea  ought  thoe* 
fore  to  have  alleged  that  the  debt  for  which  the  acticm  wm 
brought  was  set  down  in  the  schedule.  Payler  v.  Hornet 
sham  (a)  shews  that  the  general  words  of  a  release  hiR 
reference  to  the  particular  recital,  and  are  to  be  goven^ 
ed  by  it.  [Parkej  B. — ^Your  argument  proceeds  upon  thi 
fjEdlacy,  that,  by  setting  out  the  deed  in  hsec  verba  joi 
make  it  as  much  a  part  of  the  plea  as  if  it  had  been  10 
out  on  oyer;  but  it  is  only  when  oyer  is  craved,  and  it  i 
9et  out,  that  that  is  so.  In  Trott  v.  Smith  (b),  which  was  «i 
action  upon  a  covenant  in  an  indenture,  we  held  the  dc 
claration  to  be  bad  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  contai 
an  averment  that  a  certain  party  had  made  a  demand  i 
writing.  That  such  a  demand  was  necessary  appeare 
from  the  plea,  which  set  out  the  indenture  in  hsec  verba 
and  we  held,  upon  its  being  stated  that  the  deed  was  m 
out  on  oyer,  and  therefore  formed  part  of  the  declaratiw 
that  the  declaration  was  bad.  That  case  is  now  under  fb 
consideration  of  a  court  of  error,  and  our  judgment,  whk 
proceeded  upon  misapprehension  as  to  the  deed  havm 
been  set  out  on  oyer,  will  probably  be  reversed  (c).] 
Secondly,  the  replication  is  good,  notwithstanding  tti 

(a)  4  Mau.  &  Selw.  423.  wards  (Feb.  6, 1844)  revened  I 

(b)  10  M.  &  W.  453.  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chanlbe 

(c)  The  judgment  was   after-      See  post. 
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defendant's  objection  that  it  is  not  averred  in  it  that  a  Bxeh.ofPUat, 
reasonable  time  for  effecting  the  policy  had  elapsed  before 
the  oommencement  of  the  action.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
deed  requiring  it  to  be  done  within  a  reasonable  time;  it  is 
to  be  done  "forthwith/'  It  is  true  that  such  a  covenant 
would  be  satisfied  by  performance  of  it  within  a  reasonable 
time:  Spenceley  v.  Robinson  {a),  Simpson  v.  Henderson  {b). 
That^  however^  is  not  a  question  of  pleadings  but  of  evidence. 
If  the  insurance  is  not  effected  within  a  reasonable  time^ 
the  defendant  will  not  hxvQ  forthwith  assured.  Here  it  is 
alleged  as  a  breach^  that  the  defendant  ^'  did  not  nor  would 
assure  his  life^  as  by  the  said  indenture  required^  and  ac- 
cording to  the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf/'  and  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  that  breach  is  good^  for  if  the  defendant  had 
performed  the  covenant^  he  would  be  considered  to  have  in- 
sured forthwith.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  defendant 
might  have  rejoined  that  he  did  insure  his  life  as  by  the 
indenture  required^  and  according  to  the  covenant^  and 
have  supported  that  issue  by  evidence  shewing  that  an  in- 
surance was  effected  within  a  reasonable  time.  I  think 
there  is  no  weight  in  that  objection  to  the  replication. 
Parke,  B. — ^The  replication  follows  the  words  of  the  pro- 
viso^ and  in  the  present  case^  at  leasts  is  sufficient^  as  the 
question  arises  as  upon  a  general  demurrer.] 

But,  thirdly,  even  if  the  replication  is  bad  in  itself,  it  has 
been  made  amply  sufficient  by  the  rejoinder,  which  admits 
that  no  assurance  had  been  effected :  Com.  Dig.  "  Pleader," 
(C.)  85,  (E.)  87,  Brooke  v.  Brooke  (c),  Drake  v.  Corderoy  (rf). 
[Parke,  B. — It  is  a  question,  whether,  if  you  attack  the  re- 
joinder, you  can  at  the  same  time  pray  it  in  aid.  If  you  can 
make  out  that  the  rejoinder  is  bad,  then  the  defendant  is 
at  liberty  to  attack  your  replication,  which  must  be  good 
independently  of  the  rejoinder.  In  Drake  v.  Corderoy  the 
point  arose  after  verdict.]    It  is  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 

(a)  3  B.  &  Cr.  658.  (c)  Sid.  184. 

(*)  Moo.  &  Malk.  300.  {d)  Cro.  Car.  288. 
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Ejcch,  of  Pleat,  is  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  what  the  defendant  has 

stated  in  his  rejoinder^  to  make  the  replication  good. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  could  not  be  both  good  and  bad 
according  to  circumstances.  It  must  be  either  good  or 
bad  altogether.] 

Lastly^  the  release  was  made  void  by  the  defendant's 
default  in  not  assuring^  and  could  not  be  afterwards 
rendered  valid  by  the  act  of  the  trustees.  [He  was  then 
stopped  by  the  Court.] 

B,  V.  Richards,  contrk. — When  the  nature  and  terms  of 
this  deed  are  considered,  it  will  be  found  that  the  rejoinder 
is  good,  and  the  replication  bad.  The  deed  is  not  abso- 
lutely void  by  the  defendant's  neglect  to  insure,  but  voidable 
only  at  the  election  of  the  trustees.  It  cannot  be.  that  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  was  to  make  the  deed  void,  other- 
wise it  would  be  in  his  power  to  avoid  it  at  any  time  by 
liis  own  misconduct,  which  cannot  be,  for  that  would  be  to 
take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong:  Rede  v.  Farr{a).  If 
the  effect  is  to  make  it  null  and  void,  what  is  to  become  of 
the  sums  of  £500  and  <£125  which  the  defendant  has  paid? 
Are  they  to  be  repaid  to  him  ?  If  the  defendant  is  to  re- 
cover those  sums  from  the  trustees,  what  is  to  become  of  the 
other  creditors  ?  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  deed  is  to  be 
void  for  any  single  deviation  from  it,  nor  unless  the  trus- 
tees elect  to  treat  it  as  avoided.  In  Roberts  v.  Davey  (i), 
where  a  license  was  by  indenture  granted  to  B.  to  dig 
mines,  &c.,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  subject  to 
a  condition,  that,  if  the  grantee  should  neglect  to  work, 
the  mines  for  a  certain  time,  then  the  indenture  and  the 
license  thereby  granted  should  cease,  determine,  and  be 
utterly  void ;  it  was  held,  that  the  word  void  meant  void' 
able  at  the  election  of  the  grantor ;  and  that  it  was  ne- 
cessary to  allege  that  he,  or  some  one  claiming  under 
him,  had  by  some  act  evinced  his  intention  to  avoid  the 

(a)  6  M.  &  Selw.  121.  (h)  4  B.  &  Ad.  664;  1  Nev.  &  M.  44a 
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ficenae.     So,  in  Doe  d.  Bryan  v.  Bancks  {a),  there  was  a  ^*ck.  of  PUat, 

lease  of  coal-mines,  with  a  proviso  that  the  lease  should  be 

Toid,  if  the  tenant  ceased  working  at  any  time  for  the 

space  of  two  jears :  it  was  held,  that  the  lease  was  not  ab- 

Botately  Toid  by  a  cesser  to  work  for  more  than  two  years, 

Vat  voidable  only  at  the  option  of  the  lessor.     Doe  d.  Nash 

y.  Birch  {b)  is  an  authority  to  the  same  point.     [Lord  Abin- 

yr,  C.  B. — I  think  you  have  shewn  that  the  lessee  cannot 

tvmd  the  lease.    Parke,  B. — By  whom  do  you  say  it  is  to 

te  avoided?]     By  the  trustees,  the  parties  of  the  second 

part;  but  here  it  appears  by  the  rejoinder,  that  the  trustees 

^knowledged  the  indenture  to  be  subsisting,  and  accepted 

the  £500,  with  the  plaintiff's  assent,  in  part  performance  of 

it,  after  they  and  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  had 

oot  effected  the  assurance  as  required  by  the  deed.    The 

tnistees  had  the  power  to  waive  the  forfeiture  or  not  as 

tkey  chose,  and  they  have  chosen  to  waive  it ;  and  even 

^  it  were  true  that  the  plaintiff  had  the  power  of  waiving 

't>  he  has  done  so  also  by  his  assent.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 

^You  say  that  it  is  at  the  option  of  the  trustees  to  avoid 

^t ;  and  as  they  allowed  the  defendant  to  proceed  with  the 

P^rtbrmance  of  the  covenant  after  they  knew  of  the  neglect 

^  insure,  they  cannot  afterwards  say  it  is  void.]    Yes,  and 

**^^,  having  the  election  to  treat  it  as  void,  must  shew  that 

^hey  have  done  some  act  to  evince  the  exercise  of  their  right, 

^*^ting  it  as  void.     [He  cited  Carpenter  v.  Blandford  (c), 

^^^mble  V.  Farren  (rf).]     In  this  case,  as  the  £500  was  paid 

"y  the  defendant,  and  accepted  by  the  trustees  with  the 

plaintiff's  assent,  and  at  his  request,  after  they  knew  of  the 

breach  having  been  committed,  as  stated  in  the  rejoinder, 

^lley  cannot  be  allowed  to  say  that  the  deed  was  void ;  for, 

^  the  deed  was  void,  the  defendant  would  not  have  been 

bound  to  pay  anything. 

Then  the  replication  is  bad.    By  the  deed,  the  defendant 

(a)  4B.  &Ald.401.  (c)  SB.  &Cr.575;  3Man.&Ry.91. 

(6)  1  M.  &  W.  402.  {d)  6  Bing.  141 ;  3  M.  &  P.  425. 
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Sxeh.  ofPUat,  coTonants  ''forthwith''  to  insure  his  life;  bat  that  cannot 

mean  instanier, — he  must  have  a  reasonable  time  allowed 
him  to  do  it.  In  order  to  effect  the  insurance,  inquiries 
must  be  made,  the  amount  of  premium  ascertained,  and  the 
policy  written  out ;  all  which  must  necessarily  take  some 
time ;  but  there  is  no  averment  that  a  reasonable  time  had 
elapsed.  After  setting  out  the  deed,  the  replication  at 
once  proceeds  to  assign  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  did 
not  nor  would  assure,  or  cause  to  be  assured,  his  own  life, 
as  by  the  said  indenture  required,  and  according  to  the 
said  covenant  in  that  behalf  therein  mentioned.  Does  that 
involve  its  not  having  been  done  within  a  reasonable  time? 
It  is  submitted  that  it  does  not,  and  that  it  ought  to  have 
shewn  that  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed.  The  judgment 
of  Parke,  B.,  in  Stavart  v.  Eastwood  (a),  shews  that  the 
party  must  have  a  proper  time  to  do  it  in.  [Parke,  B. — ^The 
distinction  between  that  case  and  this  is,  that  here  he  is  to 
do  it/or/At<^A.] 

Unthank,  in  reply. — The  deed  is  to  be  construed  in  its 
natural  sense,  unless  such  construction  would  be  productive 
of  some  consequence  manifestly  imjust ;  and  the  word  ''void'' 
must  be  construed  to  mean  what  it  naturally  imports,  and 
not ''  voidable '^  at  the  election  of  the  trustees.  In  the  case  of 
Bede  v.  Farr,  the  defendant  would  have  been  allowed  to  take 
advantage  of  his  own  wrong,  if  a  contrary  decision  had 
been  come  to ;  so,  in  Doe  v.  Bancks,  the  injustice  which 
would  arise  from  a  contrary  decision  is  very  forcibly  put  by 
Abbott,  C.  J.   In  the  present  case,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what 
injustice  would  be  done  by  construing  the  word  *'  void''  in 
its  natural  sense.    The  defendant  cannot  complain  that  by 
his  own  misconduct  his  creditors  are  remitted  to  their  ori- 
ginal rights.     It  will  follow,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  the 
trustees  would  have  to  refund  the  sums  they  have  received 
from  the  defendant. 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  197. 


MICHAELMAS   TERM^   7  YICT.  265 

Secondly^  if  the  deed  is  voidable  by  election^  the  plaintiff  Exeh.  qf  PUat. 
has  not  confirmed  it.  The  facts  stated  in  the  rejoinder  do  not     ^         *, 
amount  to  a  ratification  of  the  acts  of  the  defendant^  and  to 
a  waiTer  of  the  breach  of  covenant.    The  rejoinder  merely 
itates,  that,  after  it  had  become  the  defendant's  duty  to  effect 
the  policy^  he  paid  the  £500  to  the  trustees ;  that  was  only 
▼hat  it  was  his  duty  to  do^  the  moment  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted^ according  to  the  terms  of  it.  It  does  not  state  that  the 
coTenant  was  broken  in  any  respect.    There  is  no  case  in 
which  the  doctrine  of  waiver  has  been  applied  to  composition 
deeds^  when  in  case  of  non-performance  of  the  covenants  the 
deed  is  to  be  void.    K  the  principle  of  waiver  were  applic- 
able to  cases  of  that  kind,  it  applied  in  the  case  of  NeviU  v. 
JBoyfe  (a)^  but  the  point  was  not  attempted  to  be  taken.    K^ 
however^  the  doctrine  of  waiver  does  apply  here^  on  this  cove- 
nant the  defendant  was  not  merely  bound  to  insure^  which 
would  be  broken  by  neglecting  to  insure  forthwith^  but 
there  is  a  continuing  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  keep 
his  life  insuredj  and  non-insurance  is  a  continuing  breach, 
and  therefore  a  breach  is  committed  if  the  life  is  unin- 
sured at  any  one  time :  Doe  d.  Flower  v.  Peck  (6).     If  it 
appears  by  the  record  that  the  insurance  has  not  been 
effected^  the  action  is  not  maintainable ;  and  here  it  ap- 
pears by  the  rejoinder  that  the  assurance  was  not  effected 
according  to  the  covenant  in  the  indenture.     The  Court 
are  to  give  judgment  on  the  whole  record^  and  the  plain- 
tiff may  pray  in  aid  admissions  or  statements  in  the  re- 
joinder to  assist  the  replication.     The  case  of  Marsh  v. 
BuUeel  {c),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  declaration  was  not 
helped  by  a  bad  plea^  is  clearly  distinguishable.    It  is  suffi- 
cient for  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  that  the  release  has  be- 
come void  by  any  act  whatsoever ;  and  here  it  clearly  ap- 
pears on  the  whole  of  this  record  that  it  has  become  so. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  11  M.  «r  W.  26.    (6)  1  B.  &  Ad.  428.     (c)  5  B.  &  Aid.  507. 
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Exch.  Iff  Pleat,      The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — This  case  arises  upon  demurrer.     It  wasi 
an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  de- 
mand  for  work  and  labour.    The  plea  alleges  a  release  from 
all  causes  of  action  by  an  indenture  made  between  the  de- 
fendant of  the  one  part,  Andrew  Spottiswoode  and  James 
How  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  and  the  creditors 
of  the  third  part.     It  states  that  the  creditors  therein  de- 
scribed were  creditors  of  the  defendant  on  the  1st  of  De- 
cember, 1841;  and  that,  Spottiswoode  and  How  being  duly 
appointed  trustees,  the  plaintiff  did,  with  the  other  credi- 
tors, quit,  release,  and  for  ever  discharge  the  defendant 
from  all  manner  of  debts  and  demands  and  causes  of  ac- 
tion.    The  replication  to  this  plea  then  sets  out  the  in- 
denture.    I  ought  to  have  stated,  that  the  plea  does  not 
make  profert,  but  excuses  it.     Then  the  replication  says, 
that  the  indenture  mentioned  in  the  plea  was  an  indenture 
in  words  following : — It  states,  that  it  was  an  indenture 
between  the  debtor  of  the  one  part,  the  trustees  of  the 
second  part,  and  the  creditors  of  the  third  part.    It  then 
recites  the  inability  of  the  debtor  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
the  agreement  entered  into  by  him  to  pay  dE500  a  year 
during  the  three  next  years,  and  contains  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  debtor,  in  the  first  place,  "  forthwith,'*  at 
his  own  proper  costs  and  charges,  either  to  insure  or  cause 
to  be  insured  his  own  life,  in  one  or  other  of  the  respectable 
insurance  offices  in  London  or  Westminster,  in  the  sum  of 
£1500  at  the  least,  and  that  he  shall  and  will  continue  the 
said  life  so  insured  during  the  term  of  three  years,  and 
shall  deposit  such  policy  with  Spottiswoode  and  How,  the 
parties  of  the  second  part,  who  were  the  trustees.     And 
it  is  declared  and  agreed  between  all  the  parties,  that  all 
the  trust  monies  which  may  come  into  the  hands  of  the 
trustees  shall  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debts. 
Then  there  is  a  covenant  with  the  trustees  by  the  defend- 
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imt^  that  he  shall  yearly  or  monthly^  or  otherwise  as  the  J^ch,  of  PUat, 
trustees  shall  require,  pay  the  sum  of  £500  in  each  of  the 
first  three  years.     Then  there  is  this  proviso  :  "  It  is  here 
by  agreed  and  declared,  by  and  between  the  parties  hereto, 
fhat  in  case  he,  the  said  Alaric  Watts,  shall  make  default  in 
paying  any  sums  of  money  by  him  covenanted  to  be  paid,  or 
ihall  neglect  or  refuse  to  effect  or  keep  on  foot  such  poUcy 
of  insurance,  then  and  in  either  of  the  said  cases  these  pre- 
sents shall  be  utterly  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes.^' 
The  replication  then  goes  on  to  aver,  that  the  defendant 
did  not  nor  would  insure,  or  cause  to  be  insured,  his  own  life, 
in  one  or  other  of  the  respectable  insurance  offices  of  Lon- 
don and  Westminster,  in  any  sum  of  money,  as  by  the  said 
indenture  required,  and  according  to  the  said  covenant, 
whereby  the  said  indenture  was  utterly  void  and  of  no 
effect.     To  that  replication  there  was  this  rejoinder;  that 
after  it  became  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  effect  such 
poUcy  of  insurance,  &c.,  and  deposit  the  same  with  the 
trustees,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the 
defendant  paid  to  the  said  trustees,  Andrew  Spottiswoode 
and  James  How,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
£500,  in  part  performance  and  satisfaction  of  that  cove- 
nant by  the  defendant,  which  payment  of  money  the  said 
trustees  accepted ;  that  the  said  payment  was  made  by  the 
defendant  at  the  express  desire  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that,  at 
the  time  and  after  the  defendant's  making  the  said  payment, 
the  plaintiff  well  knew,  and  the  said  Andrew  Spottiswoode 
and  James  How,  as  being  the  trustees,  well  knew  and  were 
fiilly  aware,  that  the  defendant  had  not  effected  such  in- 
surance, or  deposited  such  policy  with  the  trustees,  as  the 
indenture  required.    Then  the  defendant  further  said,  that, 
after  payment  of  such  sum  of  money,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  he  did  assure  his  own  life  in  a 
certain  respectable  insurance  office,  known  by  the  name  of 
the  Victoria  Life  Insurance  Society,  in  the  said  large  sum 
of  jEIOOO,  and  did  deposit  such  policy  of  assurance  with 
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Exeh.  Iff  PUat,  Spottiswoode  and  How,  the  trustees ;  and,  fturtlier,  ths 

Spottiswoode  and  How,  as  trustees,  accepted  the  deposit  c 
such  policy,  and  acknowledged  themselves  satisfied  there 
with  as  such  trustees,  and  acknowledged  and  declared  sue 
assurance  and  the  deposit  of  such  policy  to  be  a  satisfactoa 
and  sufficient  performance  of  the  covenant  as  by  the  i:. 
denture  required.  The  defendant  then  says,  that  he  aft^ 
wards  paid  a  further  sum  of  £125. 

The  question  arose  as  on  a  general  demurrer.  Sev^j 
points  were  raised  in  the  course  of  the  argument  on  boi 
sides. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  plea  %« 
bad,  because,  by  incorporating  the  indenture  stated  in  the 
replication  with  the  plea,  it  did  not  appear  by  any  avov 
ment  in  the  plea,  that  the  debt  was  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  and  the  release,  construing  it  by  the  recital,  sp« 
plied  only  to  such  debts.  But  it  is  a  fallacy  to  suppoie 
that  the  indenture  stated  in  the  replication  is  to  be  taken 
to  be  part  of  the  plea.  It  would  have  been,  if  the  plea  had 
contained  a  profert,  and  the  replication  had  set  out  the 
deed  on  oyer.  But  here  the  profert  is  excused,  and  the 
replication  states  the  indenture  as  a  part  of  itself. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  objected,  that  the  replicatioi 
did  not  assign  a  good  breach  of  the  defendants  covenazr 
in  the  indenture,  "  forthwith  to  assure,  or  cause  to  be  as 
sured,''  his  own  life ;  but  we  have  already  intimated  oo 
opinion  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  bread 
was  sufficient  on  general  demurrer. 

The  material  question  in  the  cause  was  then  discussed 
whether  the  deed,  in  case  of  a  neglect  to  effect  or  keq 
alive  a  policy  on  his  own  life  for  £1500,  was  absolute!; 
void  as  to  all  the  parties,  and  incapable  of  being  confirmed 
or  only  void  as  against  the  plaintiff,  if  he  should  so  eled 
Our  opinion  is,  that  the  latter  is  the  true  constrnctimi 
by  reason  of  the  absurd  consequences  which  would  foDoir 
if  the  defendant,  against  the  consent  of  the  other  partiee^ 
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vsioiad  an  an  interest  in  the  continuance  of  the  indent-  Bxch,  qfPUa$, 
tre,  and  to  whom  it  gave  benefit  as  well  as  to  the  de- 
ifaadant^  oonld  avail  himself  of  his  own  wrongs  and  absolve 
tmwilf  and  the  trustees  from  liability  on  their  respeddre 
Dcneiiants.    We  think,  therefore,  that  this  case  falls  within 
principle  of  the  numerous  authorities  cited  by  Mr. 
r,  and  that  the  indenture  was  void  only  as  to  the 
plauitiff  and  others  if  they  should  elect  to  make  it  so ;  and 
it  may  be,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not,  after  taking  the 
Veoefit  under  the  deed,  so  elect  in  respect  of  any  prior 
"breach  of  the  proviso  or  condition.    But,  admitting  that 
the  argument  (tf  the  defendant's  counsel  in  this  respect  was 
wdl  founded,  and  that  the  breach  by  the  defendant's  neg- 
lecting  to  assure  his  life  forthwiih,  which  had  occurred  be- 
fore the  payment  of  the  £500,  by  the  plaintiff's  assent,  to 
tke  trustees,  could  no  longer  be  insisted  on  by  the  plain- 
tiff ai  avoiding  the  release,  it  was  perfectly  competent  for 
&e  phdntiff  to  insist  on  the  subsequent  neglect  to  insure, 
n  mother  ground  of  avoidance.    And  it  was  contended  by 
tte  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the  replication  did  contain  an 
nennent  oi  such  a  continuing  breach;  and  if  not,  that 
(k  rejoinder  admitted  a  subsequent  breach,  by  stating 
Alt  the  defendant  afterwards  insured  for  a  sum  of  money, 
kjr  a  policy,  which  the  trustees  accepted  as  a  performance 
if  the  defendant's  covenant;  and,  further,  that  the  breach 
»  admitted  supported  the  declaration,  which  was  not  for  a 
keadi  of  covenant,  but  for  the  original  debt. 

If  the  plaintiff's  counsel  should  be  driven  to  rely  on  the 

Rjoinder  as  admitting  a  breach,  we  doubt  whether  he  would 

ivteed.  Oar  doubt  is  not  on  the  ground  that  it  would  be 

^departure,  or  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  avail  himself  of 

ttaidmiasions  in  the  rejoinder  against  the  defendant;  for 

^  tte  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely,  not 

^'^f^  on  the  general  confession  contained  in  it,  but  on 

ttc  statement  of  particular  facts ;  and  that  one  pleading 

^'^  be  cured  by  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings  of  the 
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Etch,  of  PUttt,  adverse  party ;  and  that  depends  on  the  general  princif 

that^  as  against  the  party  pleading  facts^  they  are  to 
taken  to  be  true^  and  nothing  turns  upon  the  circumstai 
that  issue  is  taken  on  the  pleadings  which  occurred  in  : 
cases  cited.  In  that  of  Pell  v.  Garlick  {a)  there  waj 
demurrer.  But  we  should  hesitate  in  deciding  that  t 
ambiguous  statement^  that  a  policy  was  effected  in  a  oe 
tain  sum^  and  accepted  by  the  trustees,  necessarily  meai 
that  it  was  not  such  a  policy  as  otherwise  would  not  hai 
been  a  compliance  with  the  covenant.  But  we  are  relieve 
from  the  necessity  of  deciding  this  point,  because  we  are  ( 
opinion  that  the  replication  contains  a  breach,  not  mere! 
for  not  effecting  a  policy  forthwith,  but  for  not  assuring  i 
all,  according  to  the  indenture :  and  we  agree  in  the  coi 
struction  put  by  Mr.  UrUhank,  that  the  defendant's  coyi 
nant  was  not  to  keep  alive  the  original  policy,  which  oxm 
nant  would  have  been  broken  once  for  all  by  neglecting  1 
insure  forthwith,  but  that  there  is  a  continuing  covenai 
to  keep  insured  by  some  policy  in  some  office.  The  bread 
therefore,  in  our  opinion,  is  this,  that  the  defendant  d 
not  insure  his  life  forthwith,  and  has  not  kept  it  insure 
according  to  the  indenture,  in  £1500;  and  consequent 
the  rejoinder,  although  it  contains  a  good  answer  to  tl 
first  part,  does  not  contain  any  answer  to  the  last,  becau 
the  assent  and  acceptance  of  the  trustees  of  a  policy  n* 
made  according  to  the  indenture  does  not  bind  the  plainti 

We  all  think  that  no  act  or  intimation  of  election  on  tl 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  avoid  the  deed  was  necessary  befoi 
bringing  the  action.  The  deed  is  void  against  the  plainti: 
if  he  chooses  to  treat  it  as  such,  by  bringing  an  action  fi 
the  original  debt. 

Our  judgment  will  therefore  be  for  the  plaintiff,  on  % 
count  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  rejoinder. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Lutw.  1492. 
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Exch,  of  PUaSt 
1843. 

Ex  parte  Dauncey.  iVbr.  25. 

A.  BULE  had  been  obtained^  calliiig  upon  John  Balguy,  Where  a  bank- 

Eiq.^  one  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Birmingham  District  been  examined 

Court  of  Bankruptcy,  by  whom  Dauncey,  a  bankrupt,  had  {Je^^hViI  ^^^-^ 

been  committed  to  prison,  for  not  answering  to  his  satisfac-  missionen  of   , 

tion  certain  questions  put  to  him,  upon  his  assignees,  and  ing  under  a 

upon  the  sheriff  of  Warwickshire,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  and^wmmittcd 

of  habeas  corpus  should  not  issue,  to  brins:  up  the  body  of  *>y  ^^«">  ft>'. 

^^  ^  .  giving  unsatis- 

the  bankrupt  in  order  that  he  might  be  discharged ;  on  the  factory  answers, 

grounds,  first,  that  the  warrant  of  commitment  did  not,  as  1543,  again  ' 

it  ought  to  have  done,  set  out  all  the  questions  and  answers  fo7e"S'*TOmm?f- 

on  all  the  examinations  of  the  bankrupt :  Coombe^s  Case  (a) :  "o"***  »ppoini- 

.      ^  ^  ^'    ed  under  the 

and,  secondly,  that,  under  the  circumstances,  there  was  stat.  5  &  6 

Vict    c    122 

no  valid  warrant.   It  appeared,  that,  on  the  10th  of  Novem-  ,,  59^  '^^^  hJ, 
ber,  1841,  the  bankrupt  was  committed  to  Warwick  Gaol  »"■''«"  ^^^^ 

'  '  *  questions  then 

by  three  of  the  then  commissioners  of  bankrupt  acting  for  put  to  him 
the  district  of  Birmingham,  until  he  should  answer  to  their  factory  to  the 
satisfiEU^on  certain  questions  which  had  been  put  to  him.  ^ho^howew' 
He  was  subsequently  several  times  brought  up  for  re-exa-  ^*>«"  "^^^^^  ^^** 

^  *>  .  *»«  should  not 

mination  before  them,  and  re-committed.     On  the  10th  grant  a  fresh 
November,  1843,  he  was  again  brought  up  before  Mr.  Bal-  mitment,  but  ' 
guy,  and  re-committed  by  him.     The  warrant  of  commit-  °"  a  subsequent 

o  •^ '  •'  day  issued  a 

ment  signed  by  Mr.  Balguy  set  forth  the  questions  and  warrant,  under 

"1  •    1  •         •  1  T      A.  •  t  which  the 

mswers  on  this  last  examination  only,  and,  after  stating  that  bankrupt  was 

1  ^        J-*  /»     J-  ^      xi  •     •  detained  in  cus- 

wich  answers  were  not  satisfactory  to  the  commissioner,  tody:— jy^w, 
required  the  sheriff  to  take  the  bankrupt,  and  detain  him  ^"^»  ^^**  ***® 

*  ^  '  warrant  so 

"  until  such  time  as  he  should  full  answer  make  to  the  said  wsucd  was 

valid  I 

questions  put  to  him,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  com-      secondly, 
missioner.'^     The  affidavit  of  the  bankrupt,  in  support  of  J)iceilaT"o"set 
this  rule,  stated,  that,  at  the  termination  of  the  examination,  ^^^^^  j"  >^  ^f 

questions  and 
answers  on  the 
first  examination  in  1841 : 
Thirdly,  that  a  single  commissioner  has  power  to  commit  in  such  a  case,  under  the  5^  &  6 
Vict.  c.  122,  ss.  46  and  52. 

(fl)  2  Rose,  390. 

VOL.  XII.  T  M.  W. 
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Streh.  qf  Pleas,  the  commissioner  declined  to  issue  a  fresh  warrant  for  his 

'  ^     re-commitment,  or  to  make  any  order  for  his  discharge. 

Ex  parte       ^nd  that  he  was  taken  back  to  prison  and  detained  in  cus- 

Dauncky. 

tody  for  some  days,  before  the  present  warrant  was  deliyered 
to  the  slieriff. 


Crompion  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,  on  the  part  of 
the  assignees,  {November  24). — First,  the  warrant  is  not 
vitiated  by  the  omission  to  set  out  in  it  the  questions  and 
answers  on  the  previous  examinations  of  the  bankrupt.  It 
sets  out  all  the  questions  and  answers  at  the  last  examina- 
tion before  the  learned  commissioner  by  whom  it  was  issued, 
states  those  answers  to  have  been  unsatisfeu^ry  to  him, 
and  directs  that  the  bankrupt  shall  be  committed  until  he 
make  full  answer  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  commissioner : 
and  that  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  imprisonment.  A  war- 
rant, precisely  similar  in  its  form,  was  held  by  the  Court  ci 
Queen's  Bench  to  be  sufficient  with  respect  to  this  very 
bankrupt :  Ex  parte  Dauncey  (a).  Coombe*s  case  is  distin- 
guishable from  the  present.  It  is  true  Lord  Eldon,  C,  said 
there,  that  all  the  examinations  connected  with  the  cause  of 
commitment  ought  to  be  set  forth  in  the  warrant.  But 
that  was  a  ease  where  the  bankrupt  was  remanded  to  pri- 
son on  tlie  original  warrant.  Here  there  is  a  distinct  came 
of  commitment,  arising  out  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  an- 
swers on  the  last  examination ;  the  prior  proceedings  are 
in  no  way  connected  with  that  cause  of  commitment,  and 

therefore  it  was  unnecessary  to  set  them  forth  in  this  war- 

• 

rant.  Atkinson's  case  {b)  is  precisely  in  point.  It  was  there 
held,  that  the  omission  to  set  out  a  prcrious  examination 
did  not  ritiato  a  commitment  which  proceeded  on  a  distinct 
ground.  In  re  Hadland  (c),  which  may  also  be  cited  <mtlie 
other  side,  is  altogether  distinguishable.  There  the  wanrant 

(a)  12    Im  J.,  N.  S.,  Q.  R,  (6)  2Gl.arJ.2lS. 

339.  (r)  1  DowL  P.  C,  X.  &,  OS. 
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of  oommitment  stated  only  that  '^several  of^  the  answers  Eieh,  rf  PUat, 
were  unsatisfactory,  not  specifying  which,  and  it  was  held     ^     ^      . 
bad  fiir  this  uncertainty.     All  the  authorities  on  tliis  sub-       £z  parte 
ject  go  to  shew  that  the  warrant  is  good.     Doswell  v.  Im- 
peg  (a)  J  Ex  parte  Uarrisan  {b),  Ex  parte  Bardwell  {c). 

Secondly,  it  will  be  said  that  the  warrant  is  invalid,  by 
mson  of  its  not  having  been  made  on  the  10th  of  Novem- 
ber, the  day  of  the  examination,  on  which  the  commissioner 
expressed  his  intention  not  to  issue  a  fresh  warrant.  But 
the  case  of  Ex  parte  Page  ((f)  is  a  distinct  authority  to  shew 
that  it  is  good,  if  drawn  up  at  any  time  before  the  return 
to  the  habeas  corpus. 

Waddmffton  appeared  for  the  sheriff,  bat  was  not  called 
upon  to  aj^e. 

Hill,  in  support  of  the  rule. — First,  the  questions  and 
answers  on  the  previous  examinations  ought  to  have  been 
set  out  on  the  warrant.  Coombe's  case  is  an  express  deci- 
sion to  that  effect :  the  reason  for  this  rule  being,  that  the 
superior  court  is  to  be  furnished  with  the  same  materials  as 
the  court  below  had,  of  forming  a  judgment  as  to  the  satis- 
fcctory  nature  of  the  bankrupt's  answers.  [Parke,  B. — If 
the  answers  on  the  last  examination  are  unsatisfactory,  why 
need  any  reference  be  made  to  any  former  examinations  ? 
The  commissioner  has  power  to  examine  the  bankrupt 
when  he  pleases,  and  to  commit  liim  if  he  gives  unsatis- 
&ctory  answers  on  any  occasion.]  If  it  be  true,  according 
to  Ex  parte  Bardwell,  that,  when  the  whole  of  the  answers 
are  set  forth,  the  warrant  need  not  point  out  any  particular 
answers  as  having  been  unsatisfactory,  then  surely  it  is  re- 
quisite that  the  whole  should  be  set  forth,  for  otherwise 
the  Court  has  not  the  means  of  knowing  what  answers  the 

(o)  1  B.  &  Cr.  163.  (c)  1  Mont.  &  A}t.  195. 

(6)  1  B.  &  Add.  410.  {d)  1  B.  &  Aid.  5G8. 
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Exch.  qf  Pleat,  commissioner  was  in  the  first  instance  dissatisfied  wit1t« 
'  ^  A  bankrupt  might  be  committed  for  not  answering  satis- 
Ex  parte  factorily  a  particular  question ;  on  his  being  brought  up 
again^  that  question  might  be  dropped^  and  a  new  one 
put^  on  which  he  might  be  re-committed ;  and  so  on  at 
every  successive  examination:  and  is  the  Court  to  have 
before  it  only  the  last  question  and  answer^  when  judging 
of  the  propriety  of  the  imprisonment  ?  Atkinson's  case  is 
distinguishable^  because  there  it  did  not  appear^  as  it  does 
here,  that  the  bankrupt  had  before  been  committed  in  re- 
spect of  the  previous  examinations. 

Secondly,  there  is  no  valid  warrant  in  this  case.  Afker 
the  10th  of  November,  the  day  of  the  examination,  on 
which  the  commissioner  refused  either  to  make  any  order 
for  the  bankrupt's  discharge,  or  to  issue  a  warrant  for  his 
re-commitment,  he  was  functus  officio,  and  could  not  on  a 
subsequent  day  give  validity  to  such  a  warrant.  Suppose, 
on  the  examination  of  a  prisoner  before  a  magistrate  on  a 
charge  of  felony,  he  stated  that  he  would  not  commit  him; 
could  he  on  a  subsequent  day  issue  a  warrant  for  his  com- 
mittal, grounded  on  that  examination?  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — I  see  no  legal  objection  to  his  issuing  a  warrant  a 
month  after.]  The  commissioner  adjudicated  on  the  matter 
at  the  time,  by  remanding  the  bankrupt  without  a  warrant, 
and  thereby  exercised  his  authority.  [Rolfe,  B. — ^Even  if 
that  were  so,  it  might  give  the  party  a  right  of  action 
for  the  imprisonment  during  the  time  when  there  was  no 
warrant ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  sheriff  has  not 
now  a  legal  right  to  detain  him  in  custody.]  The  refusal 
of  the  commissioner  to  issue  a  fresh  warrant  amounted  in 
law  to  a  discharge.  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the  habeas  cor- 
pus issued,  and  the  sheriff  returned  the  warrant  as  the 
cause  of  detention ;  would  the  fact  of  the  commissioner 
having  said  that  he  would  not  issue  a  warrant  be  any 
ground  of  discharge,  a  valid  warrant  appearing  ?] 

But,  lastly,  a  single  commissioner  has  no  power,  under 


■I  ■■ 
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the  5   ft;  6  Will.  4,  c.  122,  under  which  this  order  was  ^eh.  of  Pkat, 
issued^  to  issue  a  warrant  of  commitment  for  a  longer     v_^3— ' 
period  than  three  days.    The  59th  section  of  that  statute      Ex  parte 
empowers  her  Majesty  to  appoint  additional  commissioners 
of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  to  act  in  the  prosecution  of 
fiats  in  the  country,  and  enacts  that  any  one  or  more  of 
such  additional  commissioners  shall  and  may  form  a  dis- 
trict court  of  bankruptcy  for  the  purposes  of  that  act. 
Sect.  46  empowers  such  court  to  proceed  on  the  fiats  pro- 
secuted therein  in  all  respects  as  commissioners  of  bank- 
ruptcy, acting  in  the  prosecution  of  a  fiat  elsewhere  than  in 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  before  the  passing  of  that  act  might 
have  done ;  and  enacts,  that,  in  every  bankruptcy  prose- 
cuted in  any  such  court,  every  such  court  shall  have  all  the 
power,  jurisdiction,  and  authority,  vested  by  any  act  of 
Parliament  in  such  commissioners,  in  all  respects  as  if  such 
court  were  commissioners  of  bankrupt  returned  and  ap- 
pointed under  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56.   The  intention  of  the 
legislature  simply  was,  to  transfer  to  the  commissioners  act- 
ing in  these  new  district  courts  the  power  of  the  old  country 
commissioners,  one  of  whom,  under  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56, 
8. 7,  could  commit  for  no  longer  period  than  three  days. 

The  case  was  adjourned  in  order  that  Crompton  might 
consider  the  last  point ;  but  now 

Parke,  B.,  said — ^Mr.  Crompton  need  not  argue  the 
question  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  single  commissioner  to 
commit.  The  59th  section  of  the  new  act  expressly  enacts 
that  any  one  of  the  commissioners  to  be  appointed  thereby 
shall  and  may  form  a  district  court  of  bankruptcy  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act;  and  the  46th  and  52nd  sections  clearly 
transfer  to  such  district  court  all  the  powers  and  jurisdic- 
tion which  might  have  been  exercised  by  the  old  commis- 
sioners sitting  together,  before  the  passing  of  this  act. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  warrant  itself,  I  think  it  states 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,  adequate  ground  for  the  commitment.  Upon  looking  at  it, 
*  -  we  find  that  the  commissioner  has  adjudged  that  the  bank- 
Ex  parte  y^pt  be  committed,  on  the  ground  that  his  answers  to  the 
questions  put  to  him  were  unsatisfactory :  and  I  agree  in 
the  opinion  of  the  commissioner  as  to  some  of  those  an- 
swers, and  think  they  furnished  suflScient  ground  for  re- 
manding the  bankrupt.  The  case  differs  from  that  before 
my  Brother  Coleridge,  where  the  warrant  stated  only  that 
several  of  the  answers  were  unsatisfactory.  But  it  is  said 
that  the  warrant  is  bad,  because  it  does  not  incorporate 
the  answers  given  on  the  former  examinations.  But  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  commissioner  might  consider  the 
proceeding  before  him  in  the  light  of  a  new  examination, 
on  which,  if  the  answers  on  that  occasion  were  unsatisfac- 
tory to  him,  he  might  issue  his  warrant,  without  the  ne- 
cessity of  referring  at  all  to  the  prior  examinations.  K, 
indeed,  the  answers  are  unsatisfactory  only  by  reason  of 
their  being  connected  with  the  prior  examinations,  then 
the  whole  ought  to  be  set  out ;  but  that  is  not  the  case  in 
the  present  instance.  Whether  the  bankrupt  was  properly 
ill  custody  before  the  warrant  was  regularly  made  ont,  is  a 
question  which  we  are  not  called  upon  to  determine ;  it  is 
enough  to  say,  that  at  present  he  appears  to  be  in  lawful 
custody.  The  objection  taken  upon  the  affidavits  is,  that 
when  Mr.  Balguy  had  adjudicated,  on  the  10th  of  Novem- 
ber, that  he  would  not  grant  a  warrant,  he  was  functus 
officio,  and  could  not  afterwards  grant  one.  It  is  not  very 
clear  on  the  affidavits  that  he  did  refuse  to  issue  a  war- 
rant :  he  may  have  thought  that  a  formal  re-commitment 
was  unnecessary.  It  is  enough,  however,  to  say  that  the 
bankrupt  is  now  in  custody  under  a  warrant  which  is  suf- 
ficient in  law  to  authorize  his  detention.  It  is  unnecessaiy 
to  give  any  opinion  whether  Coombe^s  case  was  rightly  de- 
cided.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  concurred. 
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BoLn^  B. — ^It  is  sufficient  for  the  determination  of  this  Exch.  of  Pieas, 
case  to  say,  that  the  warrant  is  valid^  and  shews  a  sufficient     ^  ^      . 
reason  for  the  detainer :   whether  the  decision  of  Lord      Ex  parte 

■rtij         '^19  1  1     .,    .  DaUWCEY. 

Elaon  in  Coomoes  case  can  be  supported,  it  is  not  necessary 

to  give  an  opinion. 

Bule  discharged. 


Patobni  v.  Campbell.  Nov.25. 


In 


this  case  Sir  John  Bayley  moved  for  an  interpleader  A  party  cannot 

rule,  calling  upon  Lorenzo  Calvo,  a  merchant  residing  at  under  the  in. 

Madrid,  to  appear  and  state  his  claim,  and  to  be  made  a  i*2*rw[ii^4 ' 

defendant  instead  of  the  present  defendant.    The  affidavit  c.  £8,  s.  i, 

where  he  has 

disclosed  the  following  facts : — In  the  year  1834,  Lorenzo  incurred  a  per* 

Calvo  appointed  the  defendant  his  agent  to  receive  pay-  [©"either  of  the 

ment,  in  Mexico,  of  the  proceeds  of  the  cargoes  of  a  ship  contending 
of  which  Calvo  was  owner.     In  1832,  the  defendant  re-      8etnbU,A 

ceived  notice  from  the  plaintiff  that  Calvo  had  assigned  to  sidfng^abroad, 

him  all  the  sums  of  money  that  might  be  due  and  owing  ^ued\^come' 

or  received  on  account  of  the  said  ship ;  and  in  pursuance  ^  ""*««'  ^^e 

Interpleader 

of  such  notice,  the  defendant  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff,  Act. 
firom  time  to  time,  considerable  sums  of  money,  down  to 
the  year  1837.  In  1842,  the  defendant  was  informed  by 
Calvo,  that  he  had  made  a  composition  with  his  creditors, 
and  amongst  them  with  the  plaintiff,  and  at  Calvo^s  re- 
quest, the  defendant  sent  him  an  account  of  the  sums  he 
had  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  On  the  5th  April,  1843,  the 
defendant  received  from  his  agents  abroad  a  bill  of  ex- 
change for  733/.  13s,  9d.,  drawn  by  them  against  the 
amount  of  a  dividend  on  the  value  of  a  cargo  of  the  same 
ship;  and  on  the  13th  of  the  same  month  the  defendant 
wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  stating  that  he  should  hold  the  same 
at  his  disposal,  in  virtue  of  his  assignment ;  and  also  to 
Calvo,  informing  him  that  he  should  deliver  the  proceeds  of 
the  bill  to  the  plaintiff  when  it  became  due.     On  the  1st  of 


X 
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there  Tronld  be  great  diflficulty,  in  the  case  where    the  Exch,  of  PUat, 
daimant  is  a  foreigner,  residing  abroad,  in  doing  justice  ^ 

between  the  parties.     It  is  enough,  however,  to  say  that       Patobni 
this  does  not  appear  to  be  a  case  of  interpleader.  Campbsll. 

Alderson,  6. — In  interpleading  matters  we  follow  the 
role  of  equity:  the  case  which  has  been  referred  to  is  there- 
fore decisive  of  the  question.  Besides,  I  do  not  see  what 
light  we  have  to  bar  a  foreigner,  resident  out  of  the  juris^ 
diction  of  the  Ck)urt. 


Gurnet,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Festino  and  Others  v,  Axlen  and  Others. 


Nov,  20. 


A  testator, 
seised  in  fee  of 
certain  free- 


-^  filLL  in  Chancery,  and  also  a  bill  of  revivor  and  sup- 
plettient,  having  been  filed  in  this  case,  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  heard  on  the  10th  of  December,  1842,  before  his  jeltsedl^em 
Honoj.  Vice-Chancellor  Wiaram,  who  ordered  the  follow-  ^  trustees,  to 

the  use  of  his 
granddaughter, 
1.  M.  H.  J.,  for 

tk  **  *°^  ^"^^  '^^  *^^''  ^^^  decease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  her 
^^  >aid  M.  H.  J.  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty -one  years^^  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common, 
/^^  Dot  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs,  &c.  *'  And  for  want  of  any 
?^b  issue,"  he  directed  that  his  trustees  should  stand  possessed  thereof,  in  trust  as  to  one  moiety 
|f^  permit  A.  J.,  the  wife  of  his  grandson  T.  R.  B.  J.,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  her 
*^c  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  his  said  grandson 
A**  R.  B.  J.,  lawfully^  begotten,  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty -one  years,  to  hold  as  tenants 
^  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs,  &c.  And  as  to 
^)ie  other  moiety,  to  stand  possessed  thereof  to  the  use  of  S.  R.,  for  life,  and  from  and  after  her 
^ieoease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  S.  R.,  lawfully  begotten, 
%4o  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee. 

The  testator  died  in  1824,  leaving  him  surviving  his  granddaughter,  the  said  M.  H.  J.,  the 
said  A.jJ.,  the  wife  of  the  said  T.  R.  B.  J.,  who  had  four  children,  and  the  said  S.  R.,  who 
had  seven  children.  M.  H.  J.  married  in  182/>,  and  died  in  1833,  leaving  three  children,  who 
were  infants  at  the  time  of  her  death.  Some  of  the  children  of  A.  J.  and  S.  R.  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-one. 

Held,  that  M.  H.  J.  was  tenant  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  in  fee  to  such  of  her 
children  as  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and  as  no  child  had  attained  twenty-one  when  the  par- 
ticular estate  determined  by  her  death,  the  remainder  was  necessarily  devested,  and  the  children 
took  no  interest  in  the  estate  devised. 

Held,  also,  that  the  limitations  over  were  devested  by  the  same  event,  and  that  the  estate 
vetted  in  the  heir-at-law . 
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Exeh,  ofPieoi,  ing  case  to  be  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Barons  of  the 
^^^'        Court  of  Exchequer  :— 

Roger  Belk^  the  testator^  beings  at  the  date  of  his  will^ 
and  at  the  time  of  his  dcath^  seised  of  the  inheritance  in 
fee-simple  in  possession  of  divers  freehold  messuages^  kinds^ 
&c.^  duly  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writings  dated  the  7th  of  September^  1821^  duly  executed 
and  attested^  and  which  will^  as  far  as  related  to  the  devise 
of  the  said  real  estates,  was  as  follows :  ''  I  give  and  devise 
to  Greorge  Allen,  Thomas  Youle,  and  John  Gillatt^  all  and 
every  my  messuages,  lands,  hereditaments,  both  fireehold 
and  copyhold,  and  all  my  other  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
hereditaments,  and  real  estates  whatsoever  and  whereso- 
ever :  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  O.  Allen, 
T.  Youle,  and  J.  Gillatt,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  uses, 
upon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with, 
under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  and  declarations 
hereinafter  expressed  and  declared  of  and  concerning  the 
same,  (that  is  to  say),  to  the  use  of  my  dear  wife  and  her 
assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  if  she 
shaU  so  long  continue  my  widow  and  unmarried,  without 
impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease  or 
second  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen,  to  the  use  of  my 
said  granddaughter,  Martha  Hannah  Johnson,  and  her  as- 
signs, for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life;  and  firom 
and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child 
or  children  of  her  the  said  Martha  H.  Johnson  who  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  if  more  than  one,  equally 
to  be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and  share  aUke,  to  hold 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to 
their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and 
if  but  one  such  child,  then  to  the  use  of  such  one  child,  his 
or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And  for  want  of  any 
such  issue,  then  it  is  my  will  and  mind,  and  I  do  hereby 
direct,  that  my  said  trustees,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and 
the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  do  and  shall  stand 
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and  possessed  thereof^  in  trusty  as  to  one  equal  half  £n?^>  ^  /*/«<»» 


part  or  share  thereof^  to  permit  and  suffer  Ann  Johnson^ 
the  wife  of  my  grandson  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson^  or 
any  other  wife  whom  he  may  happen  to  marry^  to  receive 
and  take  the  rents^  issues^  and  profits  thereof^  for  and  dur- 
ing the  term  of  her  natural  life^  for  the  maintenance  and 
education  of  aU  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  my  said 
gnuidson  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson,  lawfully  begotten^ 
who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years^  if  more  than 
one^  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them^  share  and  share 
alike,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common^  and  not  as  joint 
tenants^  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  as- 
signs for  ever^  and  if  but  one  such  child^  then  to  the  use 
of  such  one  child,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 
And  as  to  the  other  equal  half  part  or  share  thereof^  to 
stand  seised  and  possessed  thereof^  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Sarah  Rhodes^  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life, 
and  from  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every 
the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Sarah  Rhodes,  lawfully 
b^otten,  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  if 
more  than  one,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them,  share 
and  share  alike,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as 
joint  tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then  to  the  use 
of  such  one  child,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever/' 
"  Provided  always,  that  if  either  of  them  the  said  Thomas 
Roger  Belk  Johnson  or  Sarah  Rhodes  shall  happen  to  die 
without  issue  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
then  and  in  such  case  I  do  hereby  declare,  that  my  said 
trustees  shall  stand  seised  and  be  possessed  of  the  entirety 
of  my  said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estates, 
to  the  use  of  the  survivor  of  them  the  said  Thomas  Roger 
Belk  Johnson  and  Sarah  Rhodes  for  life,  and  from  and 
sfter  his  or  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  or  her  child  or 
children,  in  such  and  the  same  manner  as  the  original  share 
is  hereinbefore  devised  in  trust  for  them.    And  if  both  of 


1843. 
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EmA.  Iff  Pleas,  them  the  said  Thomas  Rosier  Belk  Johnson  and  S; 

1843  .       . 

Rhodes  shall  happen  to  die  without  such  issue^  then  tc 

use  of  Ann  the  wife  of  John  Butt  of  Sheffield  aforei 

draper^  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever/'     The  whole  of 

will  is  to  be  considered  a  part  of  the  case^  and  may  be 

ferred  to  by  any  party  upon  the  argument. 

The  said  Roger  Belk  died  on  the  20th  of  January^  1^ 
leaving  the  said  G.  AUen^  T.  Youle^  and  J.  Gillatt  him  i 
viving^  and  the  said  J.  Gillatt  has  since  died,  leaving 
said  G.  Allen  and  T.  Youle  him  surviving. 

The  said  Roger  Belk  left  him  surviving  Hannah  B 
his  widow,  the  said  Martha  Hannah  Johnson,  Ann,  the  i 
wife  of  the  said  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson,  Sarah,  the ' 
of  the  said  Charles  Rhodes,  and  Ann,  the  wife  of  the  i 
John  Butt ;  and  he  also  left  him  surviving  the  said  The; 
Roger  Belk  Johnson,  his  heir-at-law  and  customary  li 
The  said  Hannah  Belk  (the  widow  of  the  said  testa 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Martha  Hannah  Johni 
and  the  said  Martha  Hannah  Johnson,  on  the  2nd  of  J 
1825,  intermarried  with  Maurice  Green  Festiug,  who  ( 
in  1827.  The  said  Martha  Hannah  Festing  (thereto: 
Martha  Hannah  Johnson)  died  in  1833,  leaving  John  1 
Festing,  (one  of  the  above-named  plaintiffs),  Henry  Fest 
(another  of  the  plaintiffs),  and  Thomas  Festing,  (the  pi 
tiff  above  named,  and  who  died  in  December,  1835), 
only  children,  and  who  were  then  infants  of  the  respec 
ages  of  six  years,  three  years,  and  one  year,  or  thereabo 
The  said  Sarah  Rhodes  is  still  living,  and  has  seven  ( 
dren,  of  whom  four  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
years,  and  three  are  infants.  The  said  Thomas  Ri 
Belk  Johnson  had  four  children  by  his  wife,  the  said  j 
Johnson,  named  in  the  said  will,  namely,  the  above-na] 
defendant  J.  Johnson,  who  has  attained  the  age  of  twei 
one  years,  and  three  other  children  wlio  died  infants, 
said  Ann  Johnson  died  on  the  24th  of  May,  1824;  and 
the  8th  of  November,  1824,  the  said  Thomas  Roger  I 


MICHAELMAS  TERM^  7  VICT.  288 

Jobnson  intermarried  with  the  above-named  defendant  Exeh,  of  puat, 
Ann  Johnson^  and  had  issne  by  her  the  above-named  de- 
fendants James  Johnson  and  Eleanor  Johnson^  both  of 
ibom  are  infants.  The  said  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson 
died  on  the  22nd  of  February,  1837,  having  first  duly 
mde  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing, 
betring  date  the  12th  February,  1837,  and  thereby  gave, 
deiiaed,  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate 
whaUoever  and  wheresoever  unto  the  defendants  Christo- 
pher Booler  and  John  Watson,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
liis  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  on  certain 
tnwts  thereby  declared. 

In  December,  1834,  the  above-named  plaintiffs,  (the  in- 
fant children  of  the  said  M.  H.  Festing),  by  their  next 
^end,  filed  their  original  bill  of  complaint ;  and  in  Janu- 
vy,  1842,  the  above-named  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  of 
^Tor  and  supplement,  against  the  several  defendants 
»boYe  named ;  and  the  said  causes,  together  with  two  peti- 
tions of  rehearing,  one  presented  by  the  said  plaintiffs,  and 
*he  other  presented  by  the  said  defendants  Christopher 
Booler  and  J.  Watson,  came  on  to  be  heard  before  V.  C. 
digram,  whereupon  his  Honor  ordered  the  above  case  to 
he  stated  for  the  opinions  of  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  are, — first, 
whether,  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Martha  Hannali 
Festing,  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson,  the  heir-at-law  of 
the  testator,  took  any  and  what  estate  or  interest  in  the 
^  estates  devised  by  the  will,  or  the  rents  and  profits 
hereof.  Secondly,  whether,  upon  the  death  of  the  said 
^*rtha  Hannah  Festing,  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  infant  chil- 
^^  of  the  said  Martha  Hannah  Festing,  took  any  and 
^hat  estate  or  interest  in  the  real  estates  devised  by  the 
*^d  will,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof.  Thirdly,  whe- 
**^^i  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Martha  Hannah  Festing, 
*^^  said  Ann  Johnson  and  her  children,  and  the  said 
^^Tah  Rhodes  and  her  children,  took  any  and  what  estate 
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Exeh.  qf  Pieaa,   OT  interest  in  the  said  estates  devised  by  the  said  will^  c 


1843. 


the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 


Malins,  for  the  infant  children  of  Martha  H.  Festing.- 
Ma^  3  <md  The  children  of  Mrs.  Festing  took  upon  their  birth  veste 
^^^  ^'  estates  in  fee-simple]  in  the  premises  in  question^  liable  t 
be  devested  if  they  died  under  twenty-one.  It  is  the  dut 
of  the  Court  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator^ 
it  can  be  done  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law^  and  thei 
can  be  no  doubt  that  his  first  object  here  was  to  prefer  th 
family  of  Martha  H.  Johnson^  who  afterwards  became  Mr 
Festing ;  and  then  to  take  the  other  devisees  in  the  ordc 
in  which  the  property  is  devised  to  them.  Then^  can  th 
Court  effectuate  that  intention?  It  is  submitted  that  : 
can.  At  the  testator^s  death  his  granddaughter  Marth 
Hannah  Johnson  was  unmarried.  She  therefore  at  thf 
time  took  an  estate  for  life^  with  a  contingent  remaindc 
in  fee  to  her  children ;  and^  as  it  is  a  settled  rule  of  law  thf 
there  can  be  no  vested  estate  after  a  contingent  limitation  < 
the  fee  {a)y  that  necessarily  made  all  the  subsequent  remaii 
ders  contingent  also.  There  was  therefore  a  contingei 
remainder  with  a  treble  aspect ;  if  Hannah  Festing  hs 
children^  they  were  to  take  the  fee,  if  not,  it  was  to  go  1 
the  children  of  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson  and  Sars 
Rhodes,  and  if  their  children  failed,  to  Ann  Butt.  The 
the  question  is,  did  the  estate  remain  in  contingency  unl 
the  children  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  the 
cease,  or  did  it  vest  in  them  on  their  birth,  liable  to  I 
devested  if  they  did  not  attain  the  prescribed  age  ?  ] 
Doe  d.  Herbert  v.  Selby  (A),  the  devise  was  to  the  testator 
son  George  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  his  childrc 
and  their  heirs  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common ;  but  if  h 
son  George  should  die  without  issue,  or  leaving  issue,  an 
such  child  or  children  should  die  before  attaining  the  ag 

(a)  Fearne'sC.  R.  225.  (6)  2  B.  &  Cr.  926. 
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of  twenty-one  years,  or  without  lawftil  issue,  then  he  gave  Bxck,  o/PUasf 

1843 
and  devised  the  same  estates  to  three  other  persons  as 

tenants  in  common  in  fee.     After  the  testator's  death,  his 
8on George  suffered  a  recovery  and  died  a  bachelor;  and  it 
was  held,  that  in  that  event  the  devise  over  must  take 
efect,  if  at  all,  as  a  contingent  remainder,  and  was  there- 
ftre  defeated  by  the  destruction  of  the  particular  estate 
which  supported  it  by  the  recovery.     It  was  there  con- 
tended that  the  ultimate  devisees  took  by  way  of  executory 
devise,  or  vested  remainder ;  but  Bayley,  J.,  says :  "  It 
is  dear,  that,  where  a  devise  may  operate  as  a  contingent 
remainder,  it  cannot  be  considered  as  an  executory  devise. 
If  a  fee  be  given  by  way  of  vested  limitation,  but  deter- 
minable, a  remainder  after  that  must  be  an  executory  de- 
vise; but  if  a  fee  is  limited  in  contingency,  and  upon 
fittlnre  of  that  the  estate  is  given  over,  that  is  a  contin- 
gency with  a  double  aspect ;  and  if  the  estate  vests  in  the 
one, it  cannot  in  the  other :  Loddington  v.  Kime  (a).    But  it 
may  happen  that  an  estate  may  be  devised  in  either  of  two 
events;  and  that  in  one  event  the  devise  may  operate  as  a 
contingent  remainder,  in  the  other  as  an  executory  devise. 
Thns,  if  George  had  left  a  child,  a  determinable  fee  would 
k^ve  vested  in  that  child,  and  then  the  devise  over  could 
^iJy  have  operated  as  an  executory  devise.     But  George 
having  died   without  having  had   a  child,  the   first  fee 
never  vested,  and  the  remainder  over  continued  a  con- 
^^ent  remainder.'*    And  then,  after  stating,  that,  in  the 
^cnt  which  had  happened,  the  devise  to  the  testator's 
^ler  children  did  not  operate  by  way  of  executory  devise, 
^^  concludes  by  stating  his  opinion  to  be,  "  that  George 
*Jerbert  took  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  that  his  children, 
^  there  had  been  any,  would  have  taken  a  fee;"  but  in  the 
^ent  which  had  happened,  the  remainder  over  was  con- 
^ngent,  and  defeated  by  the  destruction  of  the  particular 

(a)  3  Lev.  431. 
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Bxck.  of  Pleat,  estatc.     Now  that  is  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  tbis 

will^  and  would  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
The  diflSculty  is  introduced  by  the  words  "  who  shall  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years."  Taking  that  strictly  gram- 
matically, it  would  certainly  appear  as  if  it  meant  that  they 
were  to  take  only  in  the  event  of  their  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-one ;  but  courts  of  law  do  not  look  at  limitations  of 
this  kind  in  the  same  way  that  a  grammarian  would,  bat 
endeavour  to  put  such  construction  upon  them  as  will  ef- 
fectuate the  intention  of  the  testator,  although  it  may  not 
be  in  accordance  with  the  strict  grammatical  sense  of  the 
words  used.  They  have,  therefore,  from  the  time  of  JSorof- 
ton's  case  (a)  downwards,  been  in  the  constant  habit  of 
construing  words  making  devises  contingent  on  the  de- 
visees attaining  a  particular  age,  as  creating  conditions 
subsequent,  so  as  to  defeat  the  estate  if  the  devisees  do  not 
ultimately  attain  the  prescribed  age,  and  not  as  condi- 
tions precedent  to  the  vesting  of  the  estates.  This  has  been 
done  in  order  to  avoid  the  inconvenience  which  would  arise 
from  the  failure  of  limitations  like  this  by  the  destruction 
and  expiration  of  particular  estates,  while  the  devisees  in 
remainder  were  under  the  prescribed  age.  Such  inconve- 
nience could  not  be  more  strongly  shewn  than  in  the  pre- 
sent case;  for  if  the  estates  of  the  children  of  Hannah 
Johnson  remained  in  contingency  till  they  attained  twenty- 
one,  the  right  to  the  property  is  altogether  lost  in  conse- 
quence of  the  death  of  their  mother  while  they  were  under 
age,  since  it  is  an  inflexible  rule  that  a  contingent  remain- 
der must  vest,  at  the  latest  moment,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
particular  estate  which  supports  it ;  and  the  same  might 
have  happened  with  respect  to  the  two  next  families  in  the 
order  of  the  limitations,  if  the  parents  had  been  then  dead,, 
and  their  children  had  been  under  age;  and  thus  Mrs- 
Butt,  the  last  object  of  the  testator^s  bounty,  would  hav€ 

(a)  3  Co.  19. 


^ 


MICHAELMAS   TERM^   7  VICT.  287 

taken  the  estate^  to  the  exclusion  of  all  those  for  whom  the  Exch.  of  Pieas, 
testator  intended  it  in  preference  to  her.   On  these  grounds 
it  is  that  the  courts  have  been  so  anxious  to  reject  words 
CRating  a  contingency  upon  a  devisee  attaining  a  particu- 
Isrsge.  There  arethree  classes  of  cases  on  this  subject.  Firsts 
ibere  a  chattel  interest  is  bequeathed  until  the  devisee  at- 
tains a  particular  age^  and  then  to  him.  The  first  case  of  this 
dassis  jBorotf/cmV  case,  where  it  was  held^  that  the  remainder 
▼ested  in  the  devisee^  though  he  never  attained  twenty-one. 
The  anthorities  on  this  subject  are  collected  in  Fearne  on 
Contingent  Remainders^  241^  commencing  with  Boraston's 
cfue,  and  there  it  is  stated^  that  these  expressions^  as  to 
attaining  a  particular  age^  do  not  constitute  conditions 
or  contingent  limitations^  but  only  denote  the  time  when 
the  remainder  is  to  vest  in  possession ;  as  in  Mansfield  v. 
%flrd  (a),  Goodtitle  v.  Whitby  (A),  and  Denn  v.  Satter- 
^kcaUe{c),  And  Doe  v.  Lea  (d)  is  another  case  of  the  same 
Und,  where  the  distinction  was  noticed  with  respect  to  the 
^ords^when''  and  "then/^  &c.,  as  only  denoting  the 
™e  of  vesting  in  possession.     Warier  v.  Hutchinson  (e)  is 
^  the  same  effect.    The  same  principle  was  also  acted 
^pon  in  the  recent  case  of  Doe  d.  Cadogan  v.  Ewart  (/). 
"^^  were  cases  of  an  individual^  not  of  a  class^  and  it  was 
mi  jxQi  ^Q  |jg  ^  condition  precedent  but  subsequent^  and 
™t  the  parties  took  immediately,  and  before  attaining 
^'Jty-.^ne,    ^  second  class  is,  where  a  life-estate  is  given, 
^  ^^mainder  to  a  devisee  or  to  a  class  of  persons,  if, 
^^*  oir  when,  he  or  they  shall  attain  a  particular  age,  with 
Pft    C)ver  upon  his  or  their  dying  under  that  age;   as 
-^oioarA  V.  Hammond  (^),  (which  is  correctly  stated  in  a 
^^  to  Fearne  on  Contingent  Remainders,  p.  245),  and 

.^"^     ^eame,   245  ;  1   Eq.  Ab.         {e)  1  B.  &  C.  721;  3D. &R.  58. 
^*-  (/)  7  Ad.  &  EU.  636  ;  3  N.  &  P. 

vO    1  W.  Bl.  519.  (g)  3  Lev.  132;  2  Show.  398. 

^^)    ^T.R.41. 
VOL.  xn.  U  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  Pieut,  Bron^fiM  v.  CrowdcT  (a),  where  the  devisees  were  held  to 
2_1^  take  vested  remainders.  Those  were  cases  of  individuals, 
but  in  Doe  d.  Roake  v.  Nowell  {b),  the  devise  was  to  a  cUsa 
of  persons ;  to  J.  S.  for  life^  and  on  his  decease  to  and 
among  his  (the  testator^s)  children  equally,  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  and  their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  common;  but  if 
only  one  child  should  live  to  attain  such  age,  to  such  child 
and  his  or  her  heirs,  at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty  •one ;  and 
in  case  J.  S.  should  die  without  issue,  or  such  issue  should 
die  before  twenty-one,  then  over ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
children  took  a  vested  remainder  on  their  birth.  Lord 
Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  there  said,  "  I  think  this  case  concluded 
by  Bromfield  v.  Crowder,  which  was  very  fully  considered  ^' 
and  after  stating  that  case,  and  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Hunt  v. 
Moore  (c),  (which  was  an  immediate  devise  of  the  testator's 
real  estate  in  fee  to  J.  Moore  when  he  attained  twenty-one, 
but  in  case  he  died  before  twenty-one,  then  to  his  brother, 
and  where  it  was  held,  that  J.  Moore  took  a  vested  estate) ; 
he  adds,  '^  so  that  it  appears,  whether  the  devise  be  in  re- 
mainder or  an  immediate  devise,  there  is  no  substantial  di8« 
tinction.''  That  is  a  case  shewing  the  convenience  of  hold- 
ing that  the  estate  vests  early,  and  it  decided  that  the  estate 
vested  in  the  children  upon  their  birth.  So  in  the  recent 
case  of  Doe  d.  Dolley  v.  Ward  (d),  where  the  devise  was  to 
the  testator's  daughter  Sarah  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
"  to  such  of  her  children  as  she  now  has  or  may  have,  if  a  son 
or  sons,  at  his  or  their  ages  of  twenty-three,  if  a  daughter  or 
daughters,  at  her  or  their  ages  of  twenty-one  "  in  fee;  and  ^ 
then  over,  if  all  the  children  of  Sarah  should  die  under  the  ^ 
prescribed  ages ;  Sarah  having  survived  the  testator,  BxxdM 
died  leaving  children,  it  was  held,  that  they  took  a  vested  in— - 
terest  on  her  death.  The  substance  of  the  limitation  is  th 
same  here;  all  are  to  take  finally.   Those  are  decisions  thai 


(a)  1  N.  R.  313.  (c)  14  East,  601. 

(6)  1  Mau.  &  Selw.  327.  {dj  9  Ad.  &  Ell.  582j  1  P.  &  D.  56i 
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word9  which  grammarians  would  construe  to  imply  a  con«-  ExcH.  of  pieat, 

tingency,  lawyers  have  interpreted  otherwise^  to  effect  the 

intention  of  the  testator.    In  substance  there  is  no  distinc- 

tioa  between  cases  where  the  words  are,  if  a  class  of  per- 

•QSi  shall  attain  a  particular  age^  and  those  where  the  words 

v%  who  shall  attain  such  age.    There  is  a  third  class  of 

cues,  where  the  devise  is  to  a  person  or  class  of  persons  at 

I  particular  age,  or  if  or  upon  attaining  a  particular  age, 

without  any  preceding  estate,  but  directing  the  gift  to  go 

Ofer  if  the  devisee  do  not  attain  the  age  prescribed.    Of 

that  dass  Doe  d.  Hunt  v.  Moore,  before  stated,  is  the  first 

^t  esse  has  certainly  been  doubted  by  lawyers  of  great 

^ounenoe,  and  particularly  by  Lord  Brougham,  in  the  re* 

^t  case  of  Phippe  y.  Ackers,  in  Dom.  Froc.  (a).     In  that 

<^  the  Lord  Chancellor  states  that  the  object  of  their 

'^^'dships  was,  that  the  learned   Judges  should  review 

^  cases  of  Doe  v.  Moore,  as  well  as  Bromfield  v.  Crowder, 

^d  other  cases  of  that  class ;  and  it  was  considered  by 

^tn  accordingly,   and  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 

''^^dges  was  delivered  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  affirming  those  de^ 

^Ons.    After  stating  the  case,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says, ''  It  is 

'^t  necessary  for  us  to  say  what  would  be  the  legal  effect 

^  a  simple  devise  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  when  or  if  he  shall 

^^^n  twenty-one,  without  any  concomitant  provisions, 

^^cnlated  to  shew  whether  the  testator  did  or  did  not 

'^'^^^n  to  treat  the  attaining  twenty-one  as  a  condition  pre- 

^^^cnt.    In  such  a  case,  Mr.  Feame  may  be  right  in  the 

^^itiion  found  among  his  posthumous  works,  that,  until 

^^  devisee  attains  the  prescribed  age,  he  takes  no  interest 

^^titever  in  the  devised  lands.    But  whatever  might  be 

^^^  true  meaning  of  such  a  devise,  if  it  should  occur  by  it- 

^1^  there  is  ample  authority  for  saying  that  such  may 

^^m  the  context  be  taken  not  to  indicate  tlie  time  when  the 

^^^cte  is  to  vest,  but  to  point  out  an  event,  on  the  happen* 

(a)  3  a.  &  Fin.  703. 
u2 
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Bjteh.  of  Pleat,  ing  of  which  an  estate  already  vested  is  to  be  devested  in 

favour  of  some  other  person/'  And  then^  after  stating  that 
"  the  cases  appear  to  be  resolvable  into  two  classes ;  firsts 
those  in  which  the  Courts  have  relied  on  the  circumstance 
that  the  estate  prior  to  the  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  has  been  given  to  some  other  person/'  as  in  Goodtitle  v. 
Whitby y  Borasion^s  case,  and  Mansfield  v.  Dugard;  "  and^  se- 
condly, those  cases  in  which  the  estates  have  been  given  over 
in  the  event  of  the  devisee  dying  under  twenty-one/'  as  in 
Edwards  v.  Hammond,  Bromfield  v.  Crowder,  and  Doe  d.  Hunt 
V.  Moore ;  his  lordship  observes,  as  to  the  second  class,  as 
follows :  ''  The  second  class  of  cases  goes  on  the  principle 
that  the  subsequent  gift  over,  in  the  event  of  the  devisee 
dying  under  twenty-one,  sufficiently  shews  the  meaning  of 
the  testator  to  have  been  that  the  first  devisee  should  take 
whatever  interest  the  party  claiming  under  the  devise  over 
is  not  entitled  to ;  which  of  course  gives  him  the  immediate 
interest,  subject  only  to  the  chance  of  its  being  devested  on 
a  future  contingency.  Whether  the  doctrine  on  which 
the  second  class  of  cases  has  rested  was  originally  altoge- 
ther satisfactory,  is  a  point  which  we  need  not  discuss.  It 
is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  clearly  has  been  established  and 
recognized  as  a  settled  rule  of  construction.''  And  air 
though  Lord  Brougham  said,  that,  had  the  question  been 
new,  he  should  have  held  the  decision  in  Doe  v.  Moore  to 
have  been  erroneous,  yet  he  concurred  in  affirming  the 
judgment.     That  case,  therefore,  settled  the  question. 

But  the  defendants  will  probably  rely  upon  Duffield  v. 
Duffield  (a),  which  is  one  of  a  fourth  class  of  cases,  where 
there  is  no  preceding  estate,  and  no  gift  over.  But  in 
that  case,  the  contingency  was  not  only  the  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  but  the  party's  attaining  that  age  and  ^ 
changing  his  name ;  and  if  that  had  been  held  a  condition.^ 
subsequent,  the  heir  and  devisee  might  have  obtained  the^ 

(a)  3  Bligh,  N.  S.,  20. 
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estate^  and  held  it  all  his  life  without  performing  the  con-  JSreh.  of  PUat, 
dition.     Russell  v.  Buchanan  (a)  will  also  be  relied  upon ; 
but  there  the  testator  expressly  said^  by  his  codicil^  that 
neither  the  devisee  for  life^  nor  any  of  his  issue,  should 
tike  or  be  considered  as  entitled  to  a  vested  estate  or  in- 
terest^ unless  or  until  they  attained  twenty-one ;  and  this 
Court  considered  that  they  could  not  hold  the  estate  to 
be  vested  at  a  period  when  the  testator  expressly  de- 
dared  that  it  should  not  be  so.     Some  have  thought  it 
^oold  have  been  better  even  in  that  case  to  have  held  that 
by ''  a  vested  estate  or  interest/'  the  testator  meant  absth 
^^My  Of  finally  vested,  so  as  to  allow  the  estates  to  vest  in 
Ae  children  on  their  birth,  liable  to  be  devested  if  they 
died  under  age,  which  is  the  construction  contended  for  in 
this  case;  but,  however  that  may  be,  it  is  clear  that  the 
^ress  declaration  of  the  testator,  that  the  estates  should 
not  vest,  distinguishes  it  from  this,  where  the  intention  to 
P^tpone  the  vesting  is  only  to  be  collected  from  a  form  of 
"nutation  precisely  the  same  in  eflfect,  though  a  little  dif- 
ferent in  expressionv  as  the  limitations  in  most  of  the  cases 
^*^,  and  particularly  in  Bramfield  v.  Crowder  and  Doe  v. 
^^^U^ett,  in  which  they  were  held  to  create  vested  estates, 
'^ble  to  be  devested  if  the  devisees  died  under  the  pre- 
'^^l)ed  age.     Doe  v.  Nowell  strongly  shews  the  propriety 
^*  tie  construction  which  the  Courts  have  put  on  devises 
^*  this  nature ;  for  in  that  case,  the  recovery  suffered  by 
^^  tenant  for  life  during  the  minority  of  his  children 
^^^d  have  altogether  defeated  the  right  to  the  estate,  if 
^^  limitation  to  them  had  been  held  to  remain  in  contin- 
®^^cy  till  they  attained  twenty-one ;  as,  in  this  case,  the 
^^^th  of  Hannah  Festing  will  have  prevented  the  pos- 
^^ility  of  her  children  ever  becoming  entitled  to  this 
^^^te,  should  the  Court  hold,  that  they  could  not  take 
^^^ted  interests  till  they  came  of  age,  hers  being  the  only 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  561. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas f  estate  which  could  support  the  contingent  remaindem  to 
them. 

The  other  side  will,  no  doubt,  rely  upon  Leach  v.  RoMt^ 
son  {a),  BuU  v.  Pritchard  {b)^  Newman  v.  Newman  (c),  and 
other  cases  of  that  description,  which  have  occurred  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery ;  but  all  those  cases  relate  to  per* 
sonal  property  only,  and  have,  therefore,  no  application 
to  this ;  for  it  may  at  once  be  conceded,  that  whatever  be 
the  form  of  expression  in  gifts  of  personalty,  whether  it 
be,  if,  or  when,  the  legatee  attain,  or  to  him  at,  a  particular 
age,  or  to  those  who  shall  attain  a  particular  age,  they 
will  all  equally  make  the  gifts  contingent ;  and  the  reason 
is,  that  in  personal  property  there  is  no  danger  of  the 
feilure  of  contingent  remainders  or  estates,  by  the  expira* 
tion,  forfeiture,  or  destruction  of  particular  estates ;  and 
as  the  reasons  for  putting  a  construction  upon  the  limit- 
ations, which  is  certainly  opposed  to  the  strict  gram- 
matical sense  of  the  words,  does  not  exist,  the  Court  have 
very  reasonably  and  properly  refused  to  do  so.  In  BuU 
V.  Pritchard^  which  will,  no  doubt,  be  much  relied  on  upon 
the  other  side,  the  gift  was  *^  to  the  children  of  A.  who  shall 
attain  twenty-four,^'  and  Lord  Gifford  expressly  guards 
himself  against  being  supposed  to  decide  anything  wiA 
respect  to  the  effect  of  the  limitation  on  the  real  estate,  and 
guardedly  confines  his  decision  to  the  personal  estate  only. 
It  may  therefore  be  conceded,  that  in  every  one  of  the  cases 
cited,  in  which  the  Courts  have  held  estates  to  be  vested 
under  words  which  imported  that  the  devisee  was  to  take 
only  on  attaining  a  particular  age,  the  words  would  have 
been  construed  in  their  natural  or  grammatical  sense,  if  the 
subject  of  the  gift  had  been  personal  property.  It  is  in 
vain,  therefore,  to  cite  decisions  on  bequests  of  personal 
estate  as  applicable  to  this  case. 

The  Courts  having,  then,  gone  to  the  lengths  they  hav» 

(a)  2  Meriv.  363.  (6)  1  Rum.  213.         (c)  10  Sim.  50. 
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in  «upp(»rtiiig  limitatioiis  of  this  nature^  it  is  of  the  greatest  B^ch.  rf  Pleats 

importance  that  the  principles  thejr  have  adopted  should 

not  be  departed  from  on  account  of  a  mere  minute  Tariation 

in  the  form  of  the  expression  of  the  gift ;  and  it  is  submitted 

tbt  there  can  be  no  substantial  distinction  between  a  de- 

m  to  the  children  of  A.  at  twenty-one^  whidi  in  Doe  r. 

^9mU  was  held  to  vest  at  birth,  both  in  the  K.  B.  and 

in  Dom.  Proc.  (a),  and  a  devise  to  the  children  of  A.  VfhQ 

Mi  attain  twenty-one.     This  is  the  form  <^  limitation 

which  is  universally  adopted  with  regard  to  personal  pro* 

perty  by  the  most  experienced  conveyancers,  and  it  is 

also  of  very  frequent  occurrence  with  regard  to  real  estate ; 

and  on  that  account  this  is  a  question  which  may  be  of 

^  highest  importance  to  any  feumily  in  the  kingdom. 

For  suppose  a  testator,  having  an  infant  family,  to  devise 

"^  real  estates  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  with  remainder 

to  his  children  who  shall  attain  twenty-one,  and  if  he 

^^o^  not  have  any  such  diild,  then  to  his  collateral  re* 

^^es  •  if  such  a  limitation  is  to  be  hdd  to  create  contin- 

S^^  remainders,  which  remain  in  contingency  till  the 

^'^^ees  come  of  age,  the  consequence  must  be  that,  if 

^^  wife  die  while  the  children  are  under  age,  the  estate 

^  necessarily  go  over  to  the  collateral  relatives  of  the  tes- 

^^,  to  the  exclusion  of  his  own  children,  because  the  only 

I'^'^^HndAr  estate  which  supported  the  contingent  remain'^ 

^^  to  them,  namely,  the  life  estate  of  the  wife,  has  expired 

^^^i^  they  are  capable  of  taking.     Such  cases  are  by  no 

f^^^iis  uncommon ;  and  the  possibility  of  their  occurrence, 

"^lie  coBiTtruction  which  is  to  be  contended  for  on  the 

^^^^  side  shall  prevail,  shews  the  wisdom  of  the  old  lawyers, 

^Bi  whom  most  of  the  principles  of  law  applicable  to  real 

P^erty  are  derived,  in  adopting  a  construction  as  to  those 

apparent  contingent  gifts  which  prevents  that  possibility. 

^  the  oAer  hand,  if  the  construction  which  is  now  con- 

(«)  5  Dow,  202. 
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jSxcA.  9f  Piiot,  tended  for  be  adopted,  namely,  that  the  estate  ahoold  vest 

^     in  the  children  at  their  birth,  liable  to  be  devested  if  they 

Fbstino       die  under  age,  the  utmost  inconvenience  or  mischief  that 

Allxn.       <^Q  happen  is,  that  those  who  were  the  primary  objectsi, 

and  if  they  had  been  his  children,  instead  of  his  great 

grandchildren,  must  be  presumed  to  be  the  only  objects,  of 

the  testator's  bounty,  will  have  the  possession  of  the  estate 

a  little  earlier  than  he  may  be  presumed  to  have  intended 

them  to  have  it,  while  under  the  contrary  construction  they 

can  never  have  it  at  all,  and  it  will  necessarily  go  over  to 

those  who  were  only  the  secondary,  to  the  exclusion  of 

those  who  were  the  primary,  objects  of  his  soUcitude. 

On  these  grounds  it  is  submitted,  that  it  will  best  efTec- 
tuate  the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  be  most  in  accord- 
ance with  the  long  line  of  authorities  which  have  been 
cited  on  cases  of  this  nature,  to  hold  that  the  children  of 
Hannah  Festing  took  vested  remainders  in  fee  as  they  came 
into  existence,  liable  to  be  devested  if  they  died  under  age. 
The  consequence  of  that  construction  will  be,  that  Hannah 
Festing  originally  took  an  estate  for  her  life,  with  contin- 
gent remainders  to  her  children  in  fee,  with  alternate  con- 
tingent remainders  to  the  other  devisees,  in  the  event  of 
Hannah  Festing  having  no  children  bom;  with  an  executory 
devise  over  to  them  if  she  had  children  born,  and  they  died 
under  age,  according  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  JSoyfey,  J., 
in  Doe  v.  Selby  {a) ;  and  that  the  alternate  contingent  re- 
mainders over  failed  by  the  birth  of  Hannah  Festing's 
children,  but  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate  is  secured  to 
them  by  the  executory  devise  over  to  them,  if  the  plaintiff 
should  die  under  age :  and  thus  every  part  of  the  testator's 
intention  will  be  efifectuated. 

[He  then  went  into  an  argument  to  shew  that,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  gifts  to  the  plaintiffi 
were  contingent,  and  that  they  were  consequently  incap» 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  926. 
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ble  of  takings  the  consequence  must  be^  that  the  next  class  Esch.ofPUas, 

of  devisees  must  take,  and  that  the  heir-at-law  could  not,     v_?^ 

mder  any  view  of  the  case,  be  entitled;    and  he  cited 

Eeime's  C.  R.  225;  Id.  510;  Jones  v.  Westcomb  (a),  Mea- 

iam  y.  Parry  (i),   MacHnnon  v.  Sewell  {c),   Wilson  v. 

Umi  {d);  but  as  this  branch  of  the  agreement  does  not 

idite  to  a  point  of  so  much  importance,  and  the  Court  did 

not  80  folly  enter  into  that  part  of  the  question,  it  is  not 

tkought  necessary  to  report  it  more  fully,] 

Smythe^  for  Ann  Johnson  and  all  the  representatives  of 
Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson,  adopted  the  general  argu- 
ment which  had  been  submitted  to  the  Court  in  favour  of 
tiie  children  of  Mrs.  Festing.     He  contended  further,  that 
^e  trustees  took  the  legal  estate  in  fee,  citing  Doe  d.  Com- 
P^  V.  Hicks  {e),  Doe  d.  Tomkyns  v.  WUlan  (/),  Houston  v. 
^^hes  {ff),  and  Barker  v.  Greenwood  (A),  and  therefore 
^w  the   contingent  trust  limitations  did  not  require  a 
pi^cceding  particular  estate  of  freehold  to  support  them : 
Hopkins  V.  Hopkins  (i). 

^u4t,  for  Mrs.  Rhodes  and  her  children,  contended,  that 

^^'e  was  a  difference  between  cases  where  the  devise  is  to 

^dren  "  if*  or  "  when  "  they  shall  attain  a  particular 

^>  and  to  those  "  who  "  shall  attain  a  particular  age.   In 

^^^*>tnan  v.  Newman  (k),  where  a  testator  devised  his  real 

^'^tes  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  son  for  life,  and  after 

^^  ^n's  death,  in  trust  to  sell  and  stand  possessed  of  the 

'^'^eeds  in  trust  for  all  his  grandchildren,  the  children  of 

^  %on  and  three  daughters,  (whom  he  named),  who  should 


(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  245.  (ff)  6  B.  &  C.  403;  9  D.  &  R.464. 

(6)  1  Vcs.  &  B.  124.  (fi)  4  M.  &  W.  431. 

(c)  2  Myl.  &  K.  202.  (t)  Fearne,    Cont.    Rem.  304 ; 

(d)  2  Beav.  397.  Hayes's   Conveyancing,  5th   ed., 
(0  7  T.  R.  433.  vol.  1 ,  p.  84. 

if)  2  B.  &  Aid.  84.  {k)  10  Sim.  51. 
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Rxek.  rf  PkttM,  attain  the  age  of  tweniy-fdwr  yeenrs;  the  son  and  dang 

had  children  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  bat 
bom  afterwards :  it  was  held^  that  the  trust  for  the  g 
children  was  void  for  remoteness.    In  that  case  the 
Chancellor  lays  :  *^  In  Boraston's  case  (a),  and  in  the 
cases  of  the  same  class^  there  was^  in  the  first  plaoe^ 
to  the  party  intended  to  take ;  and  then  followed  the  n 
*  Hi,  i[,  or  when/  that  party  shall  attain  a  particular 
and  it  was  held^  that  these  words  were  used  merely  fc 
purpose  of  pointing  out  the  time  at  which  the  devisei 
to  take  in  possession.     But  in  the  case  now  before 
there  is  no  gift  except  to  such  of  the  testator's  g 
children  as  shall  sustain  the  character  of  attaining  th 
of  twenty-four.    The  attainment  of  that  age  is  part  o 
constitution  of  the  character  of  the  original  taker." 
decision  is  in  point  in  the  present  case. 

W.  T.  S.  Daniel,  for  the  devisees  of  the  heir-at-li 
1.  The  children  of  Hannah  Festing  are  not  entitled 
cause^  at  her  deaths  they  had  not  attained  the  ^ 
twenty-one  years.  The  attainment  of  the  age  is  ps 
the  description  of  the  devisee.  The  numerous  cases 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs^  to  shew  that  words  of  co 
gency  as  to  the  time  of  taking  do  not  prevent  the  d 
vesting^  are  all^  from  Baraston's  case  down  to  Phgt^ 
Ackers,  cases  in  which  the  devise  was  to  an  individu 
an  unascertained  class.  Duffield  v.  Daffield  {b)  establ 
the  distinction^  that,  where  the  words  of  conting 
affected  not  merely  the  time  of  enjoyment,  but  the 
scription  of  the  individual  to  take,  the  devise  was  co: 
gent.  Leake  v.  Robinson  {c),  Bull  v.  Pritchard  (rf),  , 
V.  Machilwain  {e),  Newman  v.  Newman  (/),  are  instanc 


(a)  3  Rep.  1 9.  {d)  1  Ruas.  213. 

(6)  3  Bli.  N.  S.  20.  (e)  Id.  221. 

(c)  2  Meriv.  863.  (/)  10  Sim.  51. 
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tbe  tpplicatioQ  of  this  distinction ;  and  Phipps  ▼•  Ackers  Exeh.  of  Pleats 
•lio  recognises  and  upholds  it.    The  case  of  Russell  r.     ^  ^^^' 
Bduman  (a)  is  precisely  in  point. 

2.  H  the  plaintiffs  cannot  take^  the  will  fails  altogether, 
aid  the  heir  is  entitled.    The  limitations  are  strictly  legal: 
ttqr  are  by  way  of  nse  to  take  effect  out  of  the  seisin 
wited  in  the  devisors  Allen^  Yonle,  and  Oillatt ;  and  the 
Statute  of  Uses  is  applicable  to  wills :  Gilbert  on  Uses,  306; 
Boei.  Colyear  {b).    Being  legal  estates,  if  they  might  take 
effect  as  remainders,  they  shall  never  (according  to  the 
weD-known  rule)  be  construed  as  executory  devises.    They 
coMhsLYe  taken  effect  as  remainders :  thus,  if  any  child  of 
Hannah  Festing  had  attained  twenty-one,  the  first  alter- 
native contingent  remainder  in  fee  in  favour  of  her  children 
▼onid  have  taken  effect;  or  if  Hannah  Festing  had  died 
without  a  child,  then  the  alternative  contingent  remain- 
ders in  favour  of  Ann  Johnson  and  her  children,  and 
Sv&h  Rhodes  and  her  children,  would  have  taken  effect. 
But  in  the  event  that  has  happened,  the  children  of  Han- 
^  Festing  cannot  take,  because  they  do  not  answer  the 
^l^^ption;  and  the  remainders  over  cannot  take  effect,  be- 
^^iise  the  event  upon  which  they  are  limited  to  arise,  namely, 
^e  death  of  Hannah  Festing  without  leaving  a  child  who 
^^U  attain  twenty-one,  had  not  been  accomplished  at  her 
death;  because  non  constat  but  that  some  one  or  more  of 
^^  children  might  attain  twenty*one.     And  as  the  alter- 
native limitations  to  the  children  of  Hannah  Festing,  Ann 
'oluison,  and  Sarah  Rhodes,  respectively,  were  contingent 
Stations  in  fee,  the  ultimate  limitation  to  Ann  Butt 
^  contingent  also :  the  whole  will,  therefore,  failed:  and 
^Pon  these  two  points,  as  well  as  the  first,  the  present  case 
^  i^ot  distinguishable  from  Russell  v.  Buchanan,     The  au- 
^Orities  cited  on  the  other  side,  to  shew  that  if  the  plain- 
^ffs  could  not  take,  the  other  parties  might,  namely,  Jones  v. 

(fl)  2  Cr.  &  M.  561.  (b)  U  East,  377. 
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at,  fVestcomb {a),  Meadows  Y.  Parry {b),  MackinmmY.Sewett{e), 
^     and  PVilsan  v.  Mount  {d),  are  cases  either  of  executory  de- 
i       vises   or  bequests  of  personalty,  and  therefore  have  no 
t.       application  to  a  case  like  the  present,  of  a  strict  legal  con- 
tingent remainder,  which  can  only  take  effect  upon  the 
happening  of  the  very  event  upon  which  it  is  limited,  and 
must  fail  if  such  event  does  not  happen  eo  instanti  the 
preceding  particular  estate  of  freehold,  upon  which  it  de- 
pends, expires  or  is  determined.      See  Avelyn  v.  Ward  («), 
Sheffield  y.  Lord  Orrery  (/),  Shuldham  v.  Smith  {g),  Feame's 
Cont.  Rem.  6. 

Malins  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

BoLFE,  B. — This  case,  sent  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
by  his  Honour  Vice-Chancellor  Wiffvam,  was  very  fully 
argued  in  last  Easter  and  Trinity  terms.  The  authoriti 
cited  were  very  numerous,  and  it  was  rather  from  a  desire 
to  look  into  them  more  attentively  than  it  was  possible 
do  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  than  from  our  entertainin 
much  doubt  in  the  case,  that  we  took  time  before  deliver — 
ing  our  judgment. 

The  question  for  our  opinion  arises  on  the  will  of  Bog& 
Belk,  which,  so  far  as  it  is  material  to  state  it,  is  as  fbl 
ows : — "  I  give  and  devise  unto  George  Allen,  Thonur 
Youle,  and   John  Gillatt,  all  and  every  my  messuage 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  both  freehold  r 
copyhold,  and  all  my  other  messuages,  lands,  tenemer 
hereditaments,  and  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoe' 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  George  K 

(a)  1  £q.  Ca.  Abr.  245.  (f )  1  Ves.  sen.  420. 

(6)  1  Ves.  &  B.  124.  (/)  3  Atk.  382. 

(c)  2  My.  &  K.  202.  {g)  6  Dow,  27. 
Id)  2  Beav.  397. 
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Thomas  Yonle^  and  John  Gillatt,  their  heirs  and  assigns^    Exch,  of  Pieat, 
to  the  uses,  npon  and  for  the  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,     ^   ^^^' 
and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisions,  and 
dedarations  hereinafter  expressed  and  contained  of  and 
otncenuDg  the  same ;  viz.,  to  the  use  of  my  said  dear  wife 
and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life|if  she  shall  so  long  continue  my  widow  and  unmarried, 
without  impeachment  of  waste ;  and  from  and  after  her 
decease  or  second  marriage,  which  shall  first  happen,  to  the 
use  of  my  said  granddaughter,  Martha  Hannah  Johnson, 
and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life, 
Hod  from  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  all  and  every 
the  child  or  children  of  her,  the  said  Martha  Hannah  John- 
son, who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  if  more 
than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them,  share  and 
>hare  alike,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  as- 
^s  for  ever,  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then  to  the  use  of 
^ch  one  child,  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  and  for 
^nt  of  any  such  issue,  then  it  is  my  will  and  mind,  and  I 
^0  hereby  direct,  that  my  said  trustees,  and  the  survivor  of 
^601,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  do  and 
^^  stand  seised  and  possessed  thereof,  in  trust,  as  to  one 
^^al  half  part  or  share  thereof,  to  permit  and  suffer  Ann 
•'ohuson,  the  wife  of  my  grandson  Thomas  Roger  Belk 
Vinson,  or  any  other  wife  whom  he  may  happen  to  marry, 
^  i^ceive  and  take  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  for 
^'^d  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  the  maintenance 
^d  education  of  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  my 
^d  grandson   Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson;   and  from 
^d  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child 
^^d  children  of  my  said  son,  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson, 
*^Wfidly  begotten,  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
y^ajs,  if  more  than  one,  equally  to  be  divided  amongst  them, 
^«^aje  and  share  alike,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
^ot  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respective 
^eiis  and  assigns  for  ever;  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then 
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Etek.  of  Pleas,  to  the  use  of  such  one  child,  his  or  her  heira  and  m 
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for  ever.  And  as  to  the  other  equal  half  part  or 
thereof^  to  stand  seised  and  possessed  thereof  to  the  i 
the  said  Sarah  Bhodes^  for  and  during  the  term  of  he 
tural  life^  and  from  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use 
and  every  the  child  or  children  of  the  said  Sarah  Bi: 
lawfollj  begotten^  who  shall  attain  the  age  of  twent 
years,  if  more  than  one,  to  be  equally  divided  ami 
them,  share  and  share  alike,  to  hold  as  tenants  in  con 
and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to  their  several  and  respc 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.'' 

Martha  Hannah  Johnson  survived  the  testator's  w: 
and  after  his  death,  namely,  in  the  year  1825,  mi 
Maurice  Oreen  Festing.     She  died  in  1833,  leaving 
infant  children ;  and  the  main  question  is,  whether 
children  took  on  her  death  any  interest  in  the  de 
estates. 

We  think  that  they  did  not.  It  was  contended  on 
behalf  that  they  took  vested  estates  in  fee  immediate 
the  death  of  their  mother,  subject  only  to  be  devest* 
the  event  of  their  dying  under  twenty-one,  and  the  ca 
was  said,  must  be  treated  as  coming  within  the  princi| 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Phipps  y.  Ai 
and  the  cases  there  referred  ta  To  this,  howevei 
cannot  accede.  In  all  those  cases  there  was  an  abs 
gift  to  some  ascertained  person  or  persons,  and  the  O 
held,  that  words  accompanying  the  gift,  though  appa» 
importing  a  contingency  or  contingencies,  did  in  re 
only  indicate  certain  circumstances  on  the  happenio 
not  happening  of  which  the  estate  previously  devised  si 
be  devested,  and  pass  from  the  first  devisee  into  some  ( 
channel.  The  clear  distinction  in  the  present  case  is, 
here  there  is  no  gift  to  any  one  who  does  not  answei 
whole  of  the  requisite  description.  The  gift  is  not  U 
children  of  Mrs.  Festing,  but  to  the  children  who  i 
attain  twentyK)ne,  and  no  one  who  has  not  attained 
age  of  twenty-one  years  is  an  object  of  the 
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bounty,  any  more  than  a  person  who  is  not  a  child  of  Mrs.  Bxeh.  o/PUa», 

Vetting.   Even  if  there  were  no  authority  establishing  this 

to  be  a  substantial  and  not  an  imaginary  distinction,  still 

ire  should  not  feel  inclined  to  extend  the  doctrine  of  Doe 

rMwre  and  Fhipps  v.  Ackers  to  cases  not  precisely  similar. 

Bi^  in  fact,  the  distinction  to  which  we  have  adverted 

in  I  great  measure  forms  the  ground  of  the  didsion  in 

the  esse  of  Duffield  v.  Duffield,  in  the  House  of  Lords, 

vABu9seU  V.  Buchanan  (a)  in  this  Court,  and  on  this  short 

ground  our  opinion  is  founded.    We  think  that  Mrs. 

testing  was  tenant  for  life,  with  contingent  remainders  in 

^  to  such  of  her  children  as  should  attain  twenty-one, 

nnd  as  no  child  had  attained  twenty-one  when  the  parti- 

cohr  estate  determined  by  her  death,  the  remainder  was 

itecessarily  defeated.    It  is  equally  clear  that  all  the  other 

linutations  were  defeated  by  the  same  event,  namely,  the 

^th  of  Mrs.  Festing  leaving  several  infant  children,  but 

no  child  who  had  then  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 

76tts.    For  the  limitations  to  take  efifect  at  her  decease 

*cre  all  of  them  contingent  remainders  in  fee,  one  or  other 

<)f  wliich  was  to  take  effect  according  to  the  events  pointed 

<^    If  Mrs.  Festing  had  left  at  her  decease  a  child  who 

hid  then  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  her  child 

^  children  would  have  taken  absolutely,  to  the  exclusion  of 

«1  the  other  contingent  remaindermen.    If,  on  the  other 

^d,  there  had  at  her  decease  been  a  failure  of  her  child 

^  children  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  then  the  alter- 

^ve  limitations  would  have  taken  effect;  but  this  did 

^  happen,  for  though  she  left  no  child  of  the  age  of 

^^ty-one  years,  and  therefore  capable  of  taking  under 

"^  devise  in  favour  of  her  children,  yet  neither  is  it  pos- 

^We  to  say  that  there  was  at  her  decease  a  failure  of  her 

^e  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  for 

•*^  left  three  children,  all  or  any  of  whom  might  and  still 

^7  attain  the  prescribed  age ;  so  that  the  contingency  on 

(a)  2C.  &  M.561. 
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Bxch.  of  Pleas,  which  aloQC  the  alternative  limitations  were  to  take  effect 

had  not  happened  when  the  particular  estate  determinedj 
and  those  alternative  limitations^  all  of  which  were  clearljf 
contingent  remainders^  were  therefore  defeated.  On  these 
short  grounds^  we  think  it  clear^  that  neither  the  infant 
children  of  Mrs.  Festing^  nor  the  parties  who  were  to  take 
the  estate  in  case  of  her  leaving  no  child  who  should  attain 
twenty-one^  take  any  interest  whatever^  but  that  on  ha 
death  the  whole  estate  and  interest  vested  in  the  heir-at-law. 
We  shall  certify  our  opinion  to  Vice-Chancellor  Wiffram 
accordingly. 


The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent : — 

"  We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel^  and 
are  of  opinion, 

"  First,  that  upon  the  death  of  Martha  Hannah  Festing 
in  the  pleadings  named,  Thomas  Roger  Belk  Johnson 
therein  also  named  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  Roge 
Belk,  took  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  the  real  estates  devise* 
by  the  will  of  the  said  testator,  Roger  Belk. 

''  Secondly,  that  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Martha  Hazi 
nah  Festing,  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  infant  children  of  tb 
said  Martha  Hannah  Festing,  took  no  estate  or  interest  i: 
the  real  estates  devised  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  testatoi 
Roger  Belk,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 

'^  Thirdly,  that  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Martha  £ 
Festing,  neither  the  said  Ann  Johnson  nor  her  childrei 
nor  the  said  Sarah  Rhodes  nor  her  children,  in  the  pleac 
ings  respectively  named,  took  any  estate  or  interest  in  th 
real  estates  devised  by  the  said  will  of  the  said  testato: 
Roger  Belk,  or  the  rents  and  profits  thereof. 

''  Abinoeb, 
"  J.  Parke, 
"  J.  Gurnet, 
*'  R.  M.  RoLiB. 
"  Dated  the  20th  day  of  November,  1843.*' 


T 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1843. 

ChAPPELL  V.  PURDAY,  Nov.  24. 


HIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  By  the  stat. 

liqr  the  defendant  should  not  be  allowed  to  plead  the  45,  for  amend- 

Ml  plea  in  the  abstract  of  pleas  mentioned,  and  why  ^pyHgi^'^it^^ 

tiie  entry  of  the  15th  of  July,  1843,  relating  to  UH6teU  enacted,  by 

•^  J^  '  o  g.  11,  that  an 

itriede  Terracine,  or  FVa  Diavolo,  an  opera  in  three  acts,  entry  may  be 
in  the  book  of  registry  of  copyrights  and  assignments  kept  to  be  kept  at  ' 
«t  the  Hall  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  should  not  be  ex-  Half  onhe "' 
ponged  or  varied,  or  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  re-  proprietorship 

u^*     ,  1.1   of  the  copyright 

'^'^ed  firom  using  the  said  entry  in  evidence  at  the  tnal  of  books;  and 
of  this  cause.    It  was  stated  in  the  affidavits,  that  the  opera  8uch*entr7«haii 
^  question  had  been  composed  by  Auber,  in  Paris,  in  **^j]J^^*^®  „  *^i 
1829,  and  that  the  copyright  of  it,  as  far  as  related  to  the  courts,  and 
publication  and  sale  in  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  was  ul-  facie  proof  of 
feuitely  purchased  by  one  S.  Chappell,  of  whom  the  plain-  l^pTcopy-'" 
^  was  the  widow  and  executrix.     An  injunction  which  ^8*^'-  ^y  ••  ^* 

1    -  **  ^    ^  It  IS  enacted, 

n*d  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff,  restraining  the  de-  that  any  person 


who  shall  deem 


«g- 


^dant  from  publishing  and  selling  the  overture  of  the  himself 
opera,  was  dissolved  in  June,  1841,  by  the  Lord  Chief  f;,^^  f„,ry '"^ 
^n,  who  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  may  apply  to 

<A  L  .  .  .1  .   ,        the  Court  or  a 

*"  bnng  an  action  to  try  her  right  to  the  copyright,  judge  for  an 
^t  matter  afterwards  came  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  entry  may  be^ 
^England,   on   the   29th  of  June,   1843;   and   on  the  expunged  or 

A.,  .  varied.     The 

^*i  of  July  his  Honor  delivered  judgment,  and  gave  the  plaintiff,  whose 
Plaintiff  liberty  to  bring  such  action  as  she  should  be  ad-  in  the  copy- 
^d.    On  the  1st  of  July,  1842,  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict.  op^eValiied 
^  4B,  intituled,  «'  An  Act  to  amend  the  law  of  copyright,"  f"  i^'»^^jo .. 

'  *  '^•^     ®     '      had  been  in  li- 

tigation  in 
^^t^f  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  afterwards  made  the  entry  at  Stationers'  Hall,  and  imme* 
v|^ly  commenced  an  action  against  the  defendant   for  an  invasion  of  his   copyright.     The 
7^*«iidtnt  did  not  set  up  any  conflicting  claim  to  the  proprietorship : — Heldt  on  an  application 
expunge  the  entry,  that  the  defendant,  although  himself  claiming  no  title  in  the  copyright, 
^*  a  person  "aggrieved*'  within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and  the  rule  was  discharged,  only 
jl^  plaintiff's  undertaking  not  to  use  the  entry  as  evidence  on  the  trial, 
^'w&'e,  that  where  an  entry  is  once  expunged  from  the  books,  it  cannot  be  again  inserted, 
/f  be  defendant  was  allowed  to  plead,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright 
^he  time  of  committing  the  grievances,  and  also  that  he  was  not  the  proprietor  when  the  book 
*  printed. 

^OL.  XII  X  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  pieai,  received  the  royal  assent.  The  11th  section  of  that  tu 
'  ^  enacts,  that  a  book  for  registering  the  proprietorship  i 
Chappell  the  copyright  of  books  and  assignments  thereof^  and  i 
PoRDAT.  dramatic  and  musical  pieces^  whether  in  manuscript  ( 
otherwise,  shall  be  kept  at  the  Hall  of  the  Stationer 
Company  by  the  officer  appointed  by  the  said  Compan 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  that  such  officer  shal 
whenever  reasonably  required,  give  a  copy  of  any  entry  : 
such  book,  &C.,  certified  under  his  hand,  &c.,  on  paymei 
of  5^.  and  ^^such  copies  so  certified  shall  be  received  i 
evidence  in  all  courts,  and  in  all  summary  proceedings,  aoc 
shall  be  prim&  facie  proof  of  the  proprietorship  or  assign- 
ment of  copyright  or  license  as  therein  expressed,  bat 
subject  to  be  rebutted  by  other  evidence/^  The  14th  sec- 
tion enacts,  '^  That  if  any  person  shall  deem  himself  ag- 
grieved  by  any  entry  made  under  colour  of  this  act  in  the 
said  book  of  registry,'^  he  may  apply  to  the  superior  coortl 
or  a  judge  "  for  an  order  that  such  entry  may  be  ez« 
punged  or  varied,''  and  the  ^^  courts  or  judge  shall  makf 
such  order  for  expunging,  varying,  or  confirming  Bad 
entry  either  with  or  without  costs,  as  to  such  courts  a 
judge  shall  seem  just/'  On  the  15th  of  July,  1843,  tin 
plaintifif  made  an  entry  of  her  proprietorship  of  tin 
copyright  of  the  opera  in  the  registry  book  at  the  St* 
tioners'  Hall,  in  the  form  given  by  the  schedule  of  the  act 
On  the  17th  of  July,  1843,  the  present  action  was  comr 
menced. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  following  pleas : — first,  no 
guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  proprieto 
of  the  copyright  at  the  time  of  committing  the  grievance 
thirdly,  that  there  was  not  a  subsisting  copyright  in  tii 
book;  fourthly,  (to  the  second  count),  that  the  bool 
therein  mentioned  to  have  been  sold  and  published  by  tl 
defendant  were  not  printed  after  the  passing  of  the  5  & 
Yict.  c.  45 ;  fifthly,  (to  the  second  count),  that  the  plai] 
tiff  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  when  the  as 
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iioob  were  printed;  sixthly ,  (to  the  second  count) ,  that  J^h.  t^ PUoi^ 
de  Slid  books  were  not  printed  in  the  British  dominions.      ^   ^^^' 

Kdbf  shewed  cause. — This  is  not  a  case  for  the  interfer- 
esce  of  the  Courts  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  to  vaiy 
IT  expunge  the  entry.     Such  a  course  would  be  proper 
ttlf  where  there  is  a  bon&  fide  dispute  between  the  plain- 
tilF  and  defendant  respecting  the  title  to  the  copyright ; 
lot  where  the  defendant  does  not  set  up  any  right  in  him- 
riif  but  merely  denies  the  right  of  the  plaintiff.    The 
iitiy  ought  not  to  be  expunged  without  great  considera- 
tion, since  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  power  of  re- 
4oring  it     The  legislature  only  intended  the  power  to  be 
exercised  in  cases  where  there  were  two  conflicting  claim- 
ttts.    It  might  be  proper  to  expunge  it|  if  the  party 
Baking  it  had  been  guilty  of  frauds  or  had  lost  the  ver- 
dict   Besides^  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  the  defendant 
ka person  '^aggrieved'' by  the  entry^  within  the  meaning 
if  the  statute.    The  party  contemplated  by  the  act  would 
nem  to  be  a  person  who  was  directly  and  immediately  ag* 
pie?ed  by  the  making  of  the  entry.     If  the  Court  should 
opunge  this  entry  before  trial,  there  will  be  no  case  in 
which  the  defendant  will  not  apply,  because  in  every  case  the 
defendant  will  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  copyright. 
Secondly,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allovved  to 
fkad  the  fifth  plea,  which  is  in  substance  the  same  as  the 
ncond.     [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — Do  you  accede  to  the  al- 
tenuLtive  of  the  rule,  and  agree  not  to  use  it  in  evidence 
It  the  trial  of  this  cause  ?]     If  the  Court  think  that  this 
ii  a  case  in  which  the  power  ought  to  be  exercised,  the 
fhintifF  must  submit  to  the  alternative,  and  agree  not  to 
let  it  up  in  this  cause. 

Jervi$  and  Crampton,  contrk,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

LordABiNGEB,  C.B. — I  think  that  the  legislature  never 

x2 
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Bx€h,o/piea8f  intended^  by  an  ex  post  facto  law,  to  give  one  party 
a  suit  already  commenced  a  great  advantage  over  1 
adversary;  and  that  advantage  the  plaintiff  would  oc 
tainly  obtain  in  this  case,  if  he  were  enabled  to  av; 
himself  at  the  trial  of  this  entry  as  primft  facie  evidence 
his  title.  The  statute  cannot,  in  reason,  apply  to  the  ca 
of  a  controversy  existing  at  the  time  it  was  passed.  H 
Ketty  contends,  that  this  is  not  a  case  for  the  exercise 
our  discretion  in  expunging  the  entry.  I  think,  howev< 
it  is  a  strong  case  for  our  interference,  otherwise  gre 
prejudice  would  be  done  to  the  defendant.  As  the  ca 
now  stands,  three  courses  are  open  to  us,  either  to  stri] 
out  the  entry  altogether,  or  to  direct  an  issue  before  i 
strike  it  out,  or  so  to  qualify  the  matter  that  the  ent 
shall  not  be  used  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant.  T 
latter  course  must  be  by  consent,  and  as  Mr.  Kelfy  cc 
sents  to  that  arrangement,  so  much  of  the  rule  as  relat 
to  that  will  be  discharged.  The  other  part  of  the  m 
ought,  I  think,  to  be  made  absolute.  The  fifth  plea  is  m 
the  same  as  the  second.  The  former  denies  that  the  plain 
tiff  was  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  when  the  worl 
was  first  printed;  the  latter  traverses  that  she  was  the  pro 
prietor  at  the  time  of  committing  the  alleged  grievance. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree,  indeed 
with  Mr.  Kelly,  that  it  is  not  every  one  who  disputes  th( 
plaintiff's  title  who  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  Court  U 
expunge  the  entry;  for  it  would  seem  that  there  \&  n< 
power  to  restore  the  entry,  if  once  struck  out.  We  ough 
not,  therefore,  to  take  such  a  step,  unless  it  be  clear  thA 
the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  use  this  entry  at  the  trial;  ani 
this  is  a  point  that  ought  to  be  settled,  not  on  affidaYiti 
but  by  an  issue.  As,  however,  that  mode  of  settling  tb 
question  would  be  expensive,  the  parties  have  done  wel 
to  consent  to  the  present  course.  The  legislature  ha 
not  stated  what  persons  are  to  be   considered  as  ''ag 
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ffHered"  by  the  entry,  but  I  think  that  term  applies  to  Exek.  of  puas, 
Pilose  only  whose  title  conflicts  with  the  plaintiff's.    Any     ^   ^^^'   . 
peraon  wishing  to  publish  a  work  may  deny  another's      Chappbll 
olaim  of  monopoly  in  that  work,  and  may,  on  that  account,      Pdrdat. 
be  considered  as  a  party  '^  aggrieved."     The  rule  will, 
tlierefore,  be  absolute,  for  allowing  the  defendant  to  plead 
tlie  fifth  plea,  and  discharged  as  to  the  entry,  the  plain- 
tiff undertaking  not  to  avail  himself  of  the  entry  at  the 
trial 

GiTRNET,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  accordingly. 


Harbison  v.  Sutton.  jViw.  24, 

I  HIS  cause  having  been  tried  under  a  judge's  order  for  Where  a  cause 

trial  before  the  sheriff,  under  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17,  a  ver-  ^'d/,  ""J^^^^'^ 

&t  was  found  for  the  defendant.     A  rule  was  afterwards  ]P  be  tried  be- 
fore the  sherifff 

obtained  to  set  that  verdict  aside,  and  for  a  new  trial,  which  under  3  &  4 
^  made  absolute,  but  the  plaintiff  not  proceeding  to  trial,  «.  17,  and  the' 
«.drf»d».  gave  no««  .t  «  b,  pro™.    The  pl«n.  fj^f- , 
uff  thereupon  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  *®  *"■'»  ^*»«  ^«- 

*  ^  ^  ^       fendant  may 

uew  cause  why  all  further  proceedings  on  the  writ  of  trial  take  the  cause 
•Iwttld  not  be  stayed,  on  the  ground  that  the  right  to  try  vi«oreven*aU 
ly  proviso  did  not  extend  to  cases  tried  before  the  sheriff.  J**^"***  *^  ^" . 

*  been  once  tnedi 

Against  that  rule  the  Court 

having  granted 
a  new  trial. 

Petersdorff*  now  shewed  cause. — The  question  in  this 
^*^  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  try  by  proviso, 
^Hcre  an  order  is  made  for  a  trial  before  the  sheriff  under 
^  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17.  The  statute,  when  it  gives 
P^^^ep  to  try  causes  before  the  sheriff,  does  not  interfere 
'^th  the  general  right  of  a  defendant  to  try  by  proviso, 
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/fM,  and  it  clearly  intended  to  place  the  trial  of  issues  before 

1^     sheriff  on  the  same  footing  as  trials  before  a  judge  at  Ni 

BON     Prins^  and  therefore  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  take  ti 

Q^.      cause  down  to  trial  by  proviso.    It  would  be  a  great  hw 

ship  if  it  were  otherwise^  because^  the  cause  having  bai 

once  tried,  the  defendant  cannot  move  for  judgment  as  i 

case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  has  no  means  of  compelling  tl 

plaintiff  to  proceed  again  to  trial  within  a  given  tim 

Cowne  V.  Garment  (a). 

Jervis,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  defendant  has  i 
right  to  take  this  cause  down  to  trial  by  proviso,  for  t^ 
writs  ought  not  to  issue,  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  4 
s.  17,  contemplating  one  only.  The  words  are,  that  ** 
writ  shall  issue  directed  to  such  sheriff,  commanding  hi 
to  try  such  issue  by  a  jury  to  be  summoned  by  him 
Neither  can  the  proviso  contained  in  the  writ  of  distring 
operate,  which  provides  that,  "  if  two  writs  shall  come 
you,  thereupon  you  shall  then  execute  and  return  one 
them  only." 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  r 
ought  to  be  discharged.     The  object  of  the  stat.  8  ft  4  \ 
4,  c.  42,  s.  17,  was  to  facilitate  the  trial  of  causes,  w 
the  amount  in  dispute  is  under  £20,  by  enabling 
Court  to  direct  a  trial  before  the  sheriff  or  other  jac 
an  inferior  tribunal:  but  such  a  trial  is  to  be  cone 
in  the  same  way  as,  and  is  liable  to  all  the  inf 
of,  any  cause  tried  before  a  judge  at  Nisi  Prius. 
if  so,  why  should  the  mode  of  proceeding  to  trial 
viso,  which  is  one  of  the  means  which  the  law 
defendant  of  proceeding  to  trial  with  a  cause,  an< 
ting  an  end  to  it  when  the  plaintiff  will  not,  be  di 
applicable  to  cases  of  this  description?     There  i 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  318;  1  Scott,  275. 
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Ui  the  act  which  says  that  a  trial  by  proviso  shall  not  £xch.  ofpieat, 

H^ply  to  cases  within  the  act,  and  it  is  reasonable  that  it  ^  ^^^'   ^ 

*&otiId.   The  defendant  has  a  right  to  bring  the  cause  to  a  Harrison 

^^nnination.  Suiton. 

GriTRNBY,  B.,  and  BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 


Phillips  v.  Evans.  j^qv.  25. 

■L  His  was  a  rule  obtained  by  E.  V.  Williams,  calling  upon  An  action  for 
tte  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  award  in  this  case  fo  *I?hich  thf^ ' 
Aould  not  be  set  aside.    It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  ^f^*"***"^ 

.,  ,  rr  .^  f  pleaded  a  set- 

"^®  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  sum  off,  having  been 

^^  94i  13*.  Ad.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  money  lent,  tration,  ihe  dc- 

*^c.,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  a  set-off  to  the  amount  fed**th"a\'Ihf '' 

^f  198/.  0».  7rf.    The  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference  plaintiff  had  a 

1       .  claim  against 

*^ving,  by  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius,  been  referred  to  a  bar-  him  for  82/.  s#. 
'^ter,  he  proceeded  with  the  reference.     The  defendant's  gold  &cf,°and 
*^rney  admitted  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  the  fu'^^^V''^'^' 

I    .        "^  the  produce  of 

Plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  82/.  3*.  4rf.  for  goods  sold,  money  the  piaintirs 

Jo    4.  .  goods  sold  by 

^^S  &c.,  and  in  119/.  Ts,  4>d,  for  the  amount  of  certain  goods  him  under  a 
^*  the  defendant  which  the  plaintiff  had  sold  under  a  dis-  which^sumr"'* 
^'^^^  for  rent.    It  appeared,  therefore,  that  even  if  the  together  ex- 

j^  '^'-  '  '  ceeded  the  en* 

^^endant  had  proved  the  whole  of  the  set-off  claimed  by  tire  set-off 
^**^,  viz.,  198/.  0*.  7rf.,  still,  upon  the  admissions  made  defendant.  The 
^^  his  part,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  ^|[t7„g'iy 
*^**^  of  8/.  10*.  5rf.    The  arbitrator,  however,  omitting,  by  mistake  the 

y  i  >  &>      /    sum  of  119/. 

1^*^^.  admitted  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff,  awarded  that  the  defendant's  set-off  amounted  to 
l^^'*  Ot.  ^d,t  and  thereby  exceeded  the  plaintiff's  damages,  which  he  assessed  at  94/.  ld«.  4</. 
^^Ppeared  by  the  affidavits,  that,  on  the  error  being  pointed  out  to  the  arbitrator,  he  admitted  it^ 
^^  ^quested  the  defendant  to  allow  him  to  reconsider  his  award  upon  the  evidence  before  him, 
r\^1i  the  latter  refused.  The  error  did  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  award,  nor  did  the 
^^^^Yator  make  any  affidavit.  The  Court,  under  these  circumstances,  refused  to  set  aside  the 
^^  ^''d,  idhering  to  the  general  rule  that  the  mistake  of  an  arbitrator  is  no  ground  for  setting  asidfl 
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Exch.  o/Pieast  mistake^  to  notice  the  sum  of  119/.  7s.  4d.,  acknowledgi 

^  *   ^     to  have  been  levied  by  the  defendant  upon  the  plaintiff 

Phillips      goods  for  rent^  decided  in  favour  of  the  defendant^  an 

EvANt.       awarded  as  follows :  *'  I  do  award  and  adjudge  that  tl 

plaintiff  is  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  respect  of  M 

matter  mentioned  in  the  defendant's  plea  of  set-off^  in  ^ 

sum  of  100/.  6«.y  and  no  more^  and  which  sum  exceeds   t 

damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff^  by  reason  of  the  no: 

performance   by  the  defendant  of  the  promises  in  tb 

declaration  mentioned^   and   which   damages   amount  t 

94/.  13«.  4rf/' 

The  affidavits  further  stated,  that,  on  the  error  beinf 
pointed  out  to  him,  the  arbitrator  admitted  that  there  i^ 
peared  to  be  a  mistake,  and  regretted  that  he  could  ncf 
rectify  it,  his  authority  having  expired  with  the  publicaticn 
of  his  award.  He  recommended  the  parties  to  consent  t 
the  matter  being  again  brought  before  him ;  but  the  dc 
fendant  had  refused  to  do  so. 

Watson  shewed  cause. — The  Court  will  not  set  aside  a 
award  on  the  loose  statement  in  an  affidavit  by  an  attoi 
nejr's  clerk,  that  the  arbitrator  has  said  he  had  made 
mistake.  If  it  had  appeared  from  the  award  itself,  or  firoi 
a  letter  or  written  statement  by  the  arbitrator  himself,  : 
might  be  otherwise.  The  objection  must  come  before  tl 
Court  in  an  authentic  shape.  Awards  will  be  of  no  valui 
if  they  are  to  be  set  aside  by  affidavits  stating  conversatioi 
of  this  sort. 

E.  V.  Williams,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  arbitrate 
has  here  been  guilty  of  that  species  of  legal  misconduc 
with  which  the  Court  will  interfere,  for  it  is  manifest  thi 
he  has  committed  a  gross  error ;  and  although  an  arbitn 
tor  is  functus  officio  as  soon  as  he  has  made  his  award,  h 
has  here  not  given  expression  to  his  intention.  [^Akkrsm 
B. — Suppose  it  was  clearly  shewn  by  your  affidavit,  tha 
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r  had  made  a  mistake  in  point  of  law.  but  it  B*eh.  of  pieat, 
ill  t^^t  appear  on  the  hce  of  the  award,  is  it  not  every 
jji^ »  practice  for  the  Courts  to  refuse  to  interfere  ?]    The 
Gtfe  ill  re  Hall  and  Hinds  (a)   is  an  authority  to  shew 
Aiit  wliere  a  gross  mistake  is  made  by  an  arbitrator,  though 
lot  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  award,  the  Court  will  some- 
times set  aside  the  award,  as  for  misconduct  of  the  arbitra- 
tor. In  that  case,  the  question  being  whether  two  sums 
or  only  one  sum  were  due  from  Hall  to  Hinds,  the  arbitra- 
tors, tliinking  both  sums  to  be  due,  instead  of  adding  them 
together  and  awarding  them  to  Hinds,  deducted  the  smaller 
Hun  from  the  larger,  and  then,  instead  of  directing  the 
Uince  to  be  paid  to  Hinds,  by  a  further  mistake,  ordered 
it  to  be  paid  to  Hall.     Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opi- 
okm  of  the  Court,  after  saying,  that  they  could  not  help 
tiunking  that  the  Court  must  have  some  power  to  give  a 
lemedy,  rather  than  that  so  manifest  a  failure  of  justice 
should  take  place,  said,  '^  We  consider  the  mistake  in  the 
pesent  case  to  be  a  mere  clerical  mistake,  by  which  the 
srbitrators  have  expressed  on  the  copy  of  the  award  deli- 
vered out,  not  the  intention  of  their  own  minds,  but  one 
widely  different.     At  the  same  time,  the  mistake  and  act 
cf  carelessness  is  so  gross  as  to  amount,  though  not  in  a 
BKxral  point  of  view,  yet  in  the  judicial  sense  of  that  term, 
^wiiconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators.'^     That  case 
ii  strongly  in  point.     [Parke,  B. — ^That  is  the  first  case  in 
vhich  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators  has 
Wen  held  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an  award.]     For- 
loerly  there  was  a  mode  of  obtaining  relief  by  bill  in  a 
Court  of  equity,  but  in  the  case  of  Nichols  v.  Roe  (4),  it 
^ttheld  by  Lord  C.  Brougham^  that  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery liad  no  jurisdiction  to  relieve  against  an  award,  where 


(«)  2M.  &  Gr.  847  ;  3  Scott,         (6)  3  Myl.  &  K.  431 ;    5  Sim. 
^'•''^350.  156. 
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Exeh,  qf Pleat,  the  submission  had  been  made  a  rule  of  a  Court  of  la^ 

1843 

The  result  of  that  decision  must  be^  to  invest  Courts  of  b 

with  all  the  functions  before  exercised,  with  respect  ' 

awards,  by  Courts  of  equity,  or  parties  will  be  without  ai 

remedy  whatever.    As  it  appears  here  that  the  arbitrst 

has  made  some  mistake,  which  has  no  reference  to  the  cxi 

cise  of  his  judgment  upon  any  facts  before  him,  the  Coo 

will  consider  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  something  which, : 

a  judicial  sense,  amounts  to  misconduct ;  and  the  case  In  i 

Hall  and  Hinds  is  an  authority  for  the  Court  to  adopt  sue 

a  course.     \Rolfe,  B. — There  it  was  done  because,  withoi 

controversy,  a  mistake  had  been  committed  by  subtractii 

one  sum  from  the  other,  instead  of  adding  them  both  4 

gether,  and  awarding  for  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  the  c 

fendant.     Alderson,  B. — If  we  were  to  enter  into  "t 

question  of  merits  on  affidavits,  in  nine  cases  out  of  ten 

would  be  argued  there  was  some  mistake.] 

Parke,  B. — In  the  case  In  re  Hall  and  Hinds,  it  ap 
peared  by  the  affidavits  of  the  arbitrators  themselves  tha 
an  error  had  been  committed.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  tha 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  that  cu 
was  not  correct,  as  it  was  founded  on  facts  which  shewei 
a  clear  mistake ;  but  I  feel  extremely  unwilling  to  enlirg 
that  rule.  Although  we  may  possibly  do  some  injuitk 
in  particular  cases,  I  think  it  better  to  adhere  to  the  prii 
ciple  of  not  allowing  awards  to  be  set  aside  for  mistake 
and  not  to  open  a  door  to  inquire  into  the  merits,  or  i 
shall  have  to  do  so  in  almost  every  case. 

Alderson,  B. — If  this  case  were  precisely  like  the  cai 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  I  do  not  say  that  I  should  not  m 
rive  at  the  same  conclusion ;  but  it  is  very  different,  ft 
here  there  is  only  the  affidavit  of  one  of  the  parties  thi 
the  arbitrator  admitted  he  had  made  a  mistake.    Parti^ 
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who  lubmit  their  cases  to  references  know  that  arbitrators  Exck,  o/pum, 

1843 
ire  not  infallible ;  they  consent  to  take  them  with  all  their  '  ^ 

fiinlta.    In  this  case^  from  what  has  been  stated^  we  may      Phillips 

suspect  that  a  mistake  has  been  committed  by  the  furbitra-       Etani. 

tor,  but  we  cannot  be  certain  that  that  is  the  case^  and 

therefore  it  is  safer  to  abide  by  the  general  rule  of  not 

snowing  awards  to  be  set  aside  for  mistakes.    The  door  to 

isconTenience  has  been  a  little  opened  by  the  case  in  the 

Common  Pleas^  but  I  am  not  disposed  to  open  it  further. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


F 


Hanmer  and  Wife  v.  Mangles  (o).  Nw.  24. 

•  V.  LEE  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  In  an  action  by 


plaintiff  should  not  give  security  for  costs.  It  was  an  ac-  wife  for  a  per- 
tion  brought  by  husband  and  wife  for  the  false  imprison-  ^Ihe  w^^if 
Bwnt  of  the  wife.     She  was  resident  in  England,  but  it  the  husband  be 

,  resident  abroad, 

^as  stated  in  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  he  must  give 
^t  the  husband  was  *'  at  present  resident  in  Worcester,  J^g^g^  Although 
•*  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  where  he  was  assistant  to  a  [g®j  J'g^*  |*® 
^^r,  and  of  his  own  free  will  and  accord,  and  that  he  England. 
^  capable  of  leaving  the  said  place  of  residence  when  he  in  an  affidavit ' 
pleased."     The  case   had  been  before  Alderson,  B.,   at  nty  fo*r  coVt^' 
<*«mbers,  on  a  former  day.  *?»'.  ^^«  F]?*"' 

^  J  uff  is  rending 

abroad,  is 
^  primft  facie  a 

"^mfrey  shewed  cause,  and  urged,  first,  that  the  affida-  sufficient  sute- 
^t  did  not  sufficiently  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  perma-  not  abroad  for 
^tly  resident  abroad;  and,  secondly,  that  security  for  p^^p^^'ow. 


(a)  Before  Alderton,  B.,  sitting  alone. 
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Exch.  qf  PUas,  costs  could  not  be  asked  for,  the  wife  being  resident  in 
.J^^L^     England. 

Hanmxr 

Mangles.         ^^  ^^  beard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Alderson,  B. — When  this  case  came  before  me  ^ 
chambers^  I  suggested  that,  for  aught  that  then  appeaieiS 
the  plaintiff  might  be  an  officer  in  the  army  abroad  c^ 
foreign  service,  from  whom  security  for  costs  woiQd  not  I) 
required;  that  probably  is  the  reason  why  the  furthea 
statement  has  now  been  made  in  the  affidavit,  of  his  being 
able  to  leave  his  present  residence  at  his  pleasure.  The 
parties,  however,  misunderstood  me,  if  they  supposed  that  I 
required  them  to  negative  the  supposition  that  the  plam- 
tiff's  residence  at  the  Cape  was  not  voluntary.  All  that  it 
lies  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  is,  that  the  plaintiff  bis 
not  gone  abroad  for  a  mere  temporary  purpose ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  defendant  has  done  so  in  this  affi- 
davit. Now,  I  think  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  at 
present  resident  in  Worcester,  at  the  Cape  of  Qood  Hope^ 
is  prim&  facie  a  sufficient  statement  of  his  absence  firom. 
England  not  being  for  a  mere  temporary  purpose,  in  which 
case,  according  to  Taylor  v.  Fraser  (o),  he  would  not  be  lia- 
ble to  give  security  for  costs.  The  word  ''  residing  "  must  be 
taken  to  negative  that  proposition.  Then  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  fact  of  the  wife's  being  resident  i 
England  is  any  answer  to  the  application ;  and  I  think 
is  not.     The  rule  will  therefore  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  622. 


I 
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Exch,  of  PUat, 
1843. 

Barton  v.  Gill  (a).  jVTor.  24. 

N  this  case  Peter sdorffhsA  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  a  return  to  a 
tie  sheriff  of  Middlesex  to  shew  cause  why  his  return  to  a  sheriff**  has  ^ 
frit  of  fieri  £acias  should  not  be  set  aside.     It  was  in  these  «*."»«<*  Jp  *>« 

seized  divers 

terms:  ^*  I  have  caused  to  be  seized  divers  goods  and  chat-  goods  of  the 

tebof  the  said  John  Gill^  the  value  whereof  is  to  me  un-  value  whereqf 

hoiwi,  which  said  goods  and  chattels  remain  in  my  hands  JiJ,^^  '^hich 

fer  want  of  buyers.''  '«™*»n '«» >>" 

"^  hands  for  want 

of  buyers,"  is 

Kennedy  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  sheriff  vd^must'be^ 
was  not  bound  in  his  return  to  assign  any  particular  value  *^^^ 
to  the  goods  seized  under  the  writ.  If  he  did^  he  was  not 
bound,  on  a  venditioni  exponas^  to  sell  to  that  amount.  It 
VIS  mere  matter  of  form,  and  immaterial  to  the  validity  of 
the  return.  [Parke,  B. — The  form  of  the  writ  of  vendi- 
tioni exponas  is  strong  to  shew  that  this  return  is  bad. 
There  is  no  precedent  for  such  a  return.  The  sheriff  is 
boond  to  state  some  value,  and  that  statement  will  be  primd 
&cie  evidence  against  him  when  he  sells  under  a  venditioni 
^nas.]  The  authorities  only  say,  that,  in  cases  of  rescue, 
the  sheriff  is  bound  to  the  extent  he  actually  returns. 

Parke,  B. — That  is  quite  a  sufficient  reason  for  return- 
"^  a  specific  sum.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  with  costs, 
*^d  the  sheriff  may  apply  to  a  judge  for  leave  to  file  a  fresh 
'^n,  inserting  a  certain  sum. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Before  Parke,  B.,  sitting  alone. 
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E^ch.  Chamber,      IN   THE    EXCHEQUER  CHAMBE 

1843. 

{In  Error  from  the  Court  qf  Exchequer.) 
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Dee,  1. 

Upon  a  special 
Terdicc,  the 
Court  of  error 
cannot  draw, 
from  other 
statements 
contained 
therein,  any 
inferencee  of 
fiicts  necessary 
to  the  determi- 
nation of  the 
case ;  such  facts 
must  be  ex- 
pressly found 
one  way  or  the 
other,  and  if 
they  be  not,  the 
Court  will 
award  a  venire 
de  novo. 

Qiuere,  whe- 
ther, where 
premises  are 
let  for  a  certain 
term  to  A.  and 
B.,  and  B. 
holds  over  after 
the  expiration 
of  the  term, 
without  A.'s 
assent,  both  are 
liable  for  use 
and  occupation 
during  the  time 
of  such  holding 
over  by  B. 


h 


Tancred  and  Thompson  v,  Christy. 

X  HE  facts  of  this  special  case  {a)  having  been  tome 
a  special  verdict^  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  by  tl 
fendants  below.  The  special  verdict  differed  froi 
special  case  only  by  setting  out  the  argument  a 
length.  The  exceptions  to  the  judgment^  stated  1 
plaintiffs  in  error,  were  as  follows : — 

'^  On  the  argument,  the  plaintiff  in  error  Tancrc 
contend,  that  the  special  verdict  does  not  shew  any  lu 
on  his  part  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  prem' 
question,  during  any  of  the  time  for  which  the  jnr 
is  given:  that  his  liability  arose  on  his  contract 
term,  and  ceased  on  the  24th  of  June,  a.  d.  1839. 

*'  That  the  holding  over  by  a  co-tenant,  if  sr 
fact  shewn  in  the  special  verdict,  does  not  bind  hi 
it  expressly  appears  that  he  assented  to  the  hoi 
and  in  no  part  of  the  special  verdict  is  it  found 
assented. 

"  That  if  any  liability  at  all  arises  on  the  h 
of  a  co-tenant,  it  is  on  the  old  contract,  anc 
should  have  been  for  not  delivering  up  poss/ 
end  of  the  term;  but  this  action  is  miscone 
co-tenant  is  not  agent  for  another,  to  bind 
contract  for  use  and  occupation. 

(a)  See  9  M.  &  W.  438. 
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"  ^ETiat  the  special  verdict  does  not  find  that  the  plaintiff  Bzeh.  Chamber, 
Tancred  was  at  anj  time  a  partner  or  shareholder  in  the     ^     ^  *  ^ 
banking  company^  and  to  have  made  him  liable  as  such,  it      Tancred 
should  have  distinctly  appeared  that  he  was  a  partner  or     Chei'stt. 
thareholder  during  the  time  in  question. 

^'  That  the  special  verdict  does  not  find  that  the  defend- 
ant in  error  ever  gave  credit  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  premises  to  any  persons  as  members  of  the  bank- 
ing company,  but  on  the  contrary,  it  appears  in  the 
case  that  no  reference  is  made  to  the  banking  company 
at  all. 

^'  That  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  Tancred  never  actu- 
dly  occupied  the  premises  for  the  time  in  question,  and 
the  special  verdict  does  not  find  that  the  premises  were 
occupied  by  his  servants  or  agents,  which  it  should  have 
done,  before  he  can  be  rendered  liable  on  a  constructive 
occupation. 

**  That  the  holding  over,  after  the  determination  of  a 
kase,  is  not  an  act  of  trespass;  and  that,  if  the  plaintiff  Tan- 
cradis  liable  for  this  use  and  occupation,  he  would  equally 
hive  been  liable  in  an  action  of  trespass ;  but  if  the  special 
v^ct  had  found  that  the  plaintiffs  were  partners  in  the 
htttking  company,  still  the  plaintiff  Tancred  would  not  have 
^'^^  liable,  unless  the  verdict  had  also  found  that  the 
^'^Q>aas  was  committed  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their 
■soilness,  and  that  he  joined  in  ordering  it,  or  had  after- 
^•'^  concurred  in  and  received  the  benefit  of  it.'* 

'**^^  writ  of  error  was  argued.  May  18, 1843  (a),  by 

^^"te  {Udatt  with  him),  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. — On 
®  *^x^  found  by  this  verdict,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  are 

'*3   ^fore  Tindal,  C.  J.,  PaUeton,  J.,   Willianu,  J.,  Coleridge^  J., 
^^••^Mi,  J.,  and  Erskine,  J. 
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Bxek.  Chamber^  not  liable.    The  principal  point  for  oonsideratioE 


1843. 


i 


whether  a  previous  case  between  the  same  partie 
Tancrbd      ^ell  decided.    In  that  case  the  Court  of  Ezcheqi 
Cbustt.      that,  if  an  agreement  for  a  year  was  entered  into^ 
of  the  co-tenants  held  over  after  the  term,  theothe 
be  liable  to  the  landlord.     It  is  submitted  that  th 
law.   In  the  Court  below,  in  the  present  case,  Park 
pressed  a  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  former  dec 
[He  read  the  judgment  of  Parke,  B.,  as  stated  9  ] 
447.]  That  judgment  is  conclusive  in  a  Court  of  ei 
this  verdict  cannot  be  supported ;  for,  Ist,  as  a  co-tei 
defendant  Tancred  was  liable  only  to  the  end  of  tl 
and,  2ndly,  he  was  not  liable  as  a  partner,  for  no 
ship  is  shewn.     The  verdict  does  not  shew  that 
ever  assented  to  the  acts  of  his  co-tenants  after  < 
1839,  when  he  ceased  to  be  a  director.     If  Tancred 
to  this  extent  in  use  and  occupation,  he  would  eqoi 
been  liable  in  ejectment  or  trespass,  for  the  simp 
holding  over  is  a  tort.     Under  the  stat.  11  Geo.  2, 
party  is  liable  in  use  and  occupation,  who  hohb  or 
In  Naishv.  Tatlock  (c).  Eyre,  C.  J.,  says,  that  "tl 
meant  to  provide  an  easy  remedy  in  the  simple  cas' 
occupation,  leaving  other  more  complicated  cas 
ordinary  remedy:''  and  again  he  says,  ''if  a 
recover  at  all,  in  this  form  of  action,  agaim 
for  use  and  occupation  by  another,  it  must  \ 
ground  of  that  occupation  having  been  pen 
request,  and  that  request  must  be  proved" 
verdict  does  not  find  that  Tancred  ever  requ 
to  allow  Thompson  to  occupy,  or  that  he  did  t 
ing  to  such  occupation.  Christy  may  have  a  i 
Tancred  for  not  delivering  up  possession  at 
ij  term^  but  the  question  is,  whether  he  is  liab^ 


I 


. 


.  ^  (a)  7  M.  &  W.  127.         (b)  9  M.  &  W.  447. 

r' 


^ 
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for  IMC  and  occupation.    Nation  v.  Tozer  {a)  is  an  authority  ^^^^^  Chamber, 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.   So,  in  How  v.  Kennett  (4),  lAttle^  ^ 

dal^^  J.,  says^  '^  In  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  it  must      Tancrxd 
l>e  shewn  that  the  defendants,  in  fact,  occupied  */'  and  PaU      Christt. 
lesofi,  J.,  says, ''  I  view  this  as  the  case  of  an  action  for  use 
mud  occupation.     No  person  can  be  sued  in  that  form  who 
does  not  use  and  occupy.''    There  is  nothing  in  this  special 
verdict  to  shew  that  Tancred  did  occupy.    The  cases  relied 
on  by  the  other  side  are  Harding  v.  Crethom  (c)  and  BtUlv. 
'   Sibbs  (d)y  but  those  cases  have  no  application,  as  they  were 
cases  where  the  tenant  put  an  under-tenant  into  possession. 
[Coltmanf  J. — ^The  measure  of  damages  might  be  very  dif- 
ferent in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  and  in  an  action 
for  not  delivering  up  possession  at  the  end  of  the  term.] 
Certainly.     The  other  side  will  rely  also  on  Harland  v. 
'        Bromiey  {e)  and  Ward  v.  Mason  (/),  as  shewing  that  where 
^  occupation  is  proved,  there  is  a  presumption  of  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  occupation.     But  those  cases  do  not  bear 
^t  that  proposition,  but  merely  shew  that  where  a  tenancy 

m 

w  proved,  the  occupation  is  presumed  to  continue.  Here 
DO  occupation  is  shewn  by  Tancred,  other  than  that  during 
*"®  continuance  of  the  lease.  But  Freeman  v.  Jury  (g)  is  a 
Iftter  authority,  and  is  opposed  to  the  dicta  in  those  cases. 
^^^i  therefore,  submitted,  that  no  case  can  be  found  in  the 
"^ka,  nor  even  any  dictum,  that  a  co-tenant,  after  the  term, 
molding  over  alone,  can  make  another  co-tenant  liable  to 
^be  landlord  in  this  form  of  action. 

But,  secondly,  the  special  verdict  does  not  find  that  Tan- 
^'^  ever  was  a  partner  in  the  banking  company,  or  con- 
^Ued  so  at  the  time  this  liability  was  incurred.  [Tindal, 
^'  J- — It  says  they  were  provisional  directors,  but  never, 

(«)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  172.  {d)  8  T.  R.  327. 

(^)  3  Ad.  &  E.  666 ;  5  Nev.  &  (e)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  455. 

**•  ^-  (/)  9  Price,  291. 

(«)  1  E«p.  57.  ig)  1  M.  &  M.  19. 

^^^'  in.  Y  M.  W. 
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Bxch,  Chamber,  in  fact,  signed  the  deed  of  settlement.]     That  is  so,  b^^* 
'  ^     the  mere  taking  of  scrip  would  not  make  Tancred  liable 
Tancbbd      a  partner.    Fox  v.  Clifton  [a)  and  the  late  case  of  Fos^  , 
Christy.      Frith  (6)  is  to  the  same  effect.     No  liability  is,  therefbi^ 
shewn  on  the  ground  of  partnership. 

But  even  if  it  had  appeared  that  Tancred  was  a  partner 
in  the  banking  company  with  Thompson,  that  would  not 
have  been  sufficient  to  fix  Tancred ;  for  the  holding  over 
was  an  act  of  trespass,  and  one  partner  cannot  make  his 
partner  a  trespasser,  unless  such  partner  authorize  the 
trespass,  or  afterwards  give  his  express  assent  to  it.  Petrie  t. 
Lamont  (c).  Then  as  to  the  former  judgment,  if  admissible 
at  all,  which  is  denied,  it  cannot  be  put  higher  than  this, 
that  it  is  evidence  from  which  an  inference  may  be  drawn. 
Jones  V.  Reynolds  (d).  No  liability  is,  therefore,  shewn  on 
this  special  verdict  against  Tancred,  and  either  the  judg- 
ment below  must  be  reversed,  or  a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 

R.  V,  Richards  {Peacock  with  him),  contra. — The  form 
of  the  contract  in  this  case  has  not  been  adverted  to  on  the 
other  side.     The  demise  is  not  to  the  defendants  as  dkree^ 
torSi  but  to  them  in  their  individual  capacity.   The  verdict 
states,  that  they  were  let  into  possession  on  the  19th  July} 
1838,  and  actually  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  the  bank- 
ing company.     Tancred's  retirement  from  the  directic^ 
was  immaterial.     Thompson  continued  a  director,  and  th^ 
premises  were  held  with  the  assent  of  all.     It  does  not  mp* 
pear  that  the  premises  were  given  up,  or  ever  offered  so  t® 
be.     Then  there  is  the  admission  from  the  payment  in^ 
Court  in  the  former  action.    [Patteson,  J. — So  far  as  the  i^* 
ference  is  from  the  payment  into  Court,  it  is  directly  agaiiR^ 
you  j  one  cannot  escape  from  the  conclusion,  that  the  pa^ 
ment  into  Court  was  for  a  quarter's  rent  up  to  the  time  ^ 

(a)  G  Bing.  776;  4  M.  &  P.  676.  (c)  1  Car.  &  Marsh,  93. 

(b)  1  Car.  «r  Marsb,  502.  (d)  7  C.  &  P.  335. 
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the  end  of  the  term,  with  the  insurance  added,    The  parti-  JS*cA.  ChamUr, 

1843 
calars  are  no  part  of  the  pleadings,  although  they  have  got  ^ 

into  this  special  verdict.]     But  it  is  immaterial  to  the  case       Tancrbd 
woether  there  was  a  partnership  or  not.     Tancred  was  a      Christy. 
joint  contractor,  and  was  bound  to  give  up  possession.  Al- 
though there  was  no  actual  occupation,  he  was  still  liable : 
Pinero  v.  Judson  {a),  Bull  v.  Sibbs  {b).     He  has  permit- 
ted the  other  parties  to  occupy ;  and  what  is  there  to  shew 
that  he  did  not  use  the  premises?   Ibbs  v.  Richardson  (c)  is 
in.  point.     [Ershine,  J. — ^That  was  the  case  of  a  holding  by 
under-tenants.   CoUman,  J. — The  verdict  does  not  say  that 
tbe  holding  over  by  the  banking  company  was  by  the  co- 
tenants.     They  might  have  been  let  in  as  under-tenants  to 
Tancred.]     That  brings  it  within  the  authority  of  Ibbs  v. 
I^ichardson.   [Paiteson,  J. — There  the  under-tenant  was  put 

• 

into  possession  by  the  defendant ;  here  they  all  had  a  right 

to  the  occupation,  and  not  through  Tancred's  permission.] 

There  is  nothing  in  the  special  verdict  to  shew  that  Tan- 

^^  did  not  go  on  these  premises  daily.     [CressweU,  J. — 

"h^n  did  the  bank  begin  to  occupy  ?     The  verdict  states 

^'^t^  the  bank  continued  to  occupy  under  the  plaintiff,  but 

^^^   x?hcn  it  began  so  to  do,]     It  is  a  necessary  inference 

^^^   it  began  to  occupy  when  the  defendant  was  let  into 

P^**^^S8ion.     [CressweUy  J. — I  cannot  draw  inferences  in  a 

•P^oial  verdict.    Unless  it  is  prsesumptio  juris  et  de  jure,  it 

^  ^^^t  found.]     A  sufficient  joint  liability  is  shewn.     In 

*"^"'*/  V.  Horn  (rf),  it  was  held,  that  one  joint-tenant  might 

"®    liable  for  double  value,  for  the  wilful  holding  over  of 

*^^^t;her  joint-tenant.   So  in  Jenner  v.  Clegg  (e),  it  was  held, 

l^^t;,  although  a  landlord  could  not  distrain  on  parties  hold- 

"*^  over,  yet  he  may  recover  the  double  value,  or  bring  an 

*^ion  for  use  and  occupation.   The  case  of  Freeman  v.  Jury 

<o)  6  Bing.  206 ;  3  M.  &  P.  497.        618. 

C6)  8  T.  R.  327.  {d)  6  M.  &  W.  393. 

^c)  9  A.  &  E.  849 ;  1  Per.  &  D.  («)  1  M.  &  Rob.  215. 

y2 
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Exch.  Chamber,  docs  not  bear  the  construction  put  upon  it  on  the  othe^ 
'^^     side.   It  being  found  that  Tancred  once  occupied,  he  shoul^;^ 
Tancbkd      ijave  shewn  that  he  dissented  from  the  occupation.     [-Pc^^ 
Christy,      teson,  J. — If  dissent  would  have  relieved  him,  and  asso^^ 
would  have  fixed  him,  the  verdict  may  be  worth  nothia^.J 
It  is  found  that  the  banking  company  continued  to  occupy 
the  premises.     [Patteson,  J. — ^As  to  continuing  to  occupy;^ 
the  first  holding  was  under  the  agreement  for  a  year,  and 
by  which  they  were  to  be  entitled  to  a  lease  for  twenty-on^ 
years,  on  giving  a  month's  notice.     The  continuing  to  oc- 
cupy, therefore,  could  not  be  under  the  agreement.    Be^ — 
sides,  whether  the  occupation  was  by  the  assent  of  Christy 
is  not  found.]     He  refused  to  take  the  key. 

Erie,  in  reply. — The  case  on  the  other  side  is  simply 
this: — a  lease  to  two,  one  holding  over,  both  liable  for  use 
and  occupation.    No  authority  for  that  can  be  cited  befora 
the  first  case  between  these  parties,  and  that  case  im 
already  been  dissented  from  by  the  Court  below.    As  to 
Ibbs  V.  Richardson  (a),  it  will  be  found,  on  looking  at  it^ 
that  the  lessee  distrained  on  his  under-tenant  after  the 
term.     [Cresswell,  J. — But  for  rent  due  before.]     Yes,  but 
he  could  not  have  distrained  unless  his  interest  continued, 
for  the  Stat.  8  Anne,  c.  14,  s.  6,  says,  '^if  the  landloid^i 
interest   continues,^^   he  shall   have   a  right   to   distnii 
after  the  term.    {Patteson,  J. — There  is  this  distinction  b^ 
tween  under-tenants  and  co-tenants,  that  the  lessee  cat 
proceed  against  his  under-tenant  to  get  him  out  of  tte 
premises:  but  what  power  has  he  to  proceed  against  hii 
co-tenant  to  get  him  out  of  possession  ?     What  would  be 
the  form  of  action  ?]    There  is  this  mode  of  illustrating  li 
Suppose  Thompson  had  remained  in  possession  for  twen^ 
years,  paying  no  rent,  and  making  no  acknowledgment 
of  Christy's  title,  would  he  not  acquire  a   right  againflk 

(a)  9  A.  &  E.  849 ;  1  Per.  &  D.  618. 
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Chriaty?  and  supposing  he  did,  would  Tancred  have  gained  Exeh,  Chamber, 
any   interest  by  it?     IPatteson,  J. — ^The  question  would  '   - 

have  been  still,  who  occupied  ?]     Certainly,  and  that  is  not      Tancrbd 
found  in  the  special  verdict.     [Patteson,  J. — So  at  pre-      CnaisTT. 
sent  it  appears  to  me.]     A  venire  de  novo  must,  therefore, 
St  all  events  be  awarded. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — This  was  an  action  for  the  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  certain  premises,  subsequent  to  Michaelmas 
1839.  Christy,  the  defendant  in  error,  had  let  them  to  the 
plaintiffs  in  error  and  others  for  a  year  certain,  by  a  written 
"61'eement,  which  expired  at  Midsummer  1839.    The  spe- 
cial verdict  finds  that  the  lessees  were  the  provisional  di- 
^^^ctors  of  a  banking  company,  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
^>"ror,  Tancred,  ceased  to  be  a  director  in  January,  1839, 
long  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  and  that  the  pre- 
mises continued  to  be  occupied  by  the  banking  company 
*fter  the  year,  for  which  occupation,  subsequent  to  one 
y^^,  compensation  was  sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  ac- 
^on.     But  the  special  verdict  is  entirely  silent  as  to  Tan- 
cred*s  assenting  to  such  occupation,  and  as  to  his  being  or 
'^^t  being  at  any  time  a  partner  in  the  company.     We  are 
^*  opinion  that  it  is  essential  to  the  due  determination  of 
**^i«  case,  that  those  facts  should  be  found  one  way  or  the 
^*ier.    If  there  was  no  direct  evidence  in  respect  of  them, 
*^U  they  are  inferences  of  fact,  which  must  be  drawn  one 
^*y  or  the  other  from  the  other  facts  stated,  and  those  in- 
*^^xices  must  be  drawn  by  the  jury,  and  cannot  be  drawn 
"y  a  Court  of  error.     It  appears  that  the  argument  in  the 
^^Urt  of  Exchequer  was  upon  a  case  reserved,  and  not  on 
^  •pedal  verdict,  so  that  the  Court  below  was  at  liberty 
^  draw,  and  it  appears,  by  the  judgment  reported,  did 

^luw,  inferences  of  fact,  the  propriety  of  which  we  do  not 


824 


CASES   IN   THE    EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER^ 


Exch,  Chamber,  in  the  least  question.     But  unfortunately  we  are  not  at 

liberty  to  do  the  same  upon  this  special  verdict,  which  if 

so  imperfect  that  we  cannot  give  any  judgment  upon  itj 

and  we,  therefore,  hold  that,  there  must  be  a  venire  de  novo 

awarded,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  It,  v.  TVitfford  ana 

others  {a). 

Venire  de  novo. 


1843. 


Tancbvd 

V, 

Christy. 


(a)  8  Bing.  204 ;  1  M.  &  Scott,  401 ;  2  C.  &  J.  265. 


The  owner  of 
land  through 
which  water 
flows  in  a  sub- 
terraneous 
course,  has  no 
right  or  interest 
in  it  which  will 
enable  him  to 
maintain  an 
action  against 
a  landowner, 
who,  in  carry- 
ing on  mining 
operations  in 
his  own  land  in 
the  usual  man- 
ner, drains  a  way 
the  water  from 
the  land  of  the 
first-mentioned 
owner,  and  lays 
his  well  dry. 
Quitre,  if 
the  well  had 
been  ancient, 
whether  there 
would  have 
been  any  dlflfcr- 
ence. 


Acton  v.  Blundell  and  Another  (a). 

U  ASE. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  and  at  &c.,  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto 
has  been,  and  still  is,  lawfully  possessed  of  certain  closes, 
with  divers  mills,  factories,  buildings,  and  wells  thereon^ 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  &c.,  wherein  and  whereby 
he  the  plaintiff  carried  and  still  carries  on  the  trade  oi 
business  of  a  cotton-spinner,  and  for  the  working,  occupying, 
and  using  which  said  mills,  factories,  buildings,  and  wells 
he  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the 
grievances  hereinafter  mentioned,  used  and  applied  the 
water  of  certain  under-ground  springs,  streams,  and  water' 
courses,  and  by  reason  thereof,  before  and  at  the  time  ol 
committing  such  grievances,  of  right  ought  to  have  had 
and  enjoyed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  and  enjoy,  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  the  water  of  the  said  springs 
streams,  and  watercourses,  which,  during  all  that  time,  c 
right  ought  to  have  run,  flowed,  and  percolated,  and  untS 
&c.,  of  right  had  run,  flowed,  and  percolated,  and  still 
right  ought  to  run,  flow,  and  percolate  into  the  said  cl 


(a)  llie  judgment  in  tliis  case  was  delivered  on  the  ISth  of  Af  ^ 
1843,  but  the  case  has  been  unavoidably  postponed. 
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and  premises  of  the  plaintiff^  for  supplying  the  same  closes  Bxch,  Chamber, 

with  water  for  the  workings  occupying,  and  using  the  said  '   ^ 

milla^  fiEUstories,  buildings,  and  wells,  and  for  the  convenient        Acton 

twe  and  occupation  of  the  said  closes  with  the  appurte-     Blundbll. 

nances.  Breach,  that  the  defendants  sunk  divers  pits,  shafts, 

holes^  and  tunnels,  near  to  the  said  closes  and  premises,  and 

erected,  put  down,  and  worked  divers  engines  and  pumps 

in  and  near  the  said  pits  Sec.,  and  kept  and  continued  &c., 

and  by  means  as  well  of  the  digging  of  the  said  pits  Sec. 

uid  the  working  of  the  said  engines,  as  of  the  continuing 

the  said  several  pits  &c.,  diverted  and  carried  away  from  the 

^d  closes  and  premises  of  the  said  plaintiff  the  water  of 

the  said  springs,  streams,  or  watercourses,  and  hindered  and 

prevented  the  same  from  running,  flowing,  and  percolating 

• 

^^  and  along  their  usual  courses,  and  in  their  usual  manner 
^^d  quantities,  to  the  said  closes  &c.,  and  supplying  the 
■^*ne  with  water  for  the  working  &c.  the  said  mills,  fac- 
^Hes,  buildings,  and  wells,  and  for  the  convenient  use  and 
^ojoyment  of  the  said  closes  with  the  appurtenances,  as  the 
same  of  right  ought  to  have  done  &c.,  and  thereby  &c. 
The  second  count  alleged,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  &c., ' 

^^«  and  from  thence  hitherto  hath  been  and  still  is  lawfully 

i^^^essed  of  a  certain  close,  buildings,  and  premises  &c., 

^'^tViin  which  was  a  certain  spring  and  well  of  water,  and 
**^  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  the  said  close 

^^•>  still  of  right  ought  to  have  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoy- 

^^^t,  of  the  water  of  the  said  spring  and  well,  for  the  con- 

^^^ient  and  beneficial  occupation  of  the  said  close  &c.,  and 

^^     supplying  the  same  with  water  for  the  necessary  pur- 

*^^^^8  thereof.   Breach,  that  the  defendants  wrongfully  &c. 

'^^^-Sned,  drew  off,  pumped,  and  carried  away  the  water  of 

^^  said  spring  and  well,  and  caused  the  same  to  run,  flow, 

^^  percolate  out  of  and  away  from  the  said  well,  and  out 

and  away  from  the  said  close  &c. ;  and  the  said  well 

^^sreby  became,  and  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  continued 

^^  be,  and  still  is,  empty  and  dry,  whereby  &c. 
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Exeh,  Chamber^      Pleas,  first,  not  guilty  :  secondly,  to  the  first  count,  tl^ 
^    the  plaintiff  did  not  before  or  at  &c.  use  or  apply  the  8^;g 
Acton        water  of  the  said  underground  springs,  streams,  and  water^ 
Blundbll.     courses  for  the  working  and  occupying  and  using  the  sau7 
mills  &c.,  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  ought  not  of 
right  to  have  had  and  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the  said  water 
&c.,  and  that  the  said  water  &c.  ought  not  of  right  doriiig 
that  time  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  to  have  nm, 
flowed,  or  percolated,  nor,  until  the  commencing  of  the 
supposed  grievances,  had  of  right  run,  flowed,  or  peroo-' 
lated  into  the  said  closes  &c.,  for  supplying  the  said  closet 
with  water  for  the  working,  occupying,  and  using  the  said 
mills,  factories,  buildings,  and  wells,  and  for  the  convenient 
use  and  occupation  of  the  same  closes,  modo  et  form!. 
Thirdly,  to  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintifi^,  by  reason 
of  the  possession  of  the  said  close  &c.,  had  not  of  rights 
nor,  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  declaring,  ought  he  to 
have  had  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  water 
of  the  said  spring  and  well  for  the  convenient  and  bene- 
ficial occupation  of  the  said  close  &c.,  and  for  the  sup- 
plying the  same  with  water  for  the  necessary  purposes 
thereof,  modo  et  form^.     On  both  which  pleas  issues  were 
joined. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried  before  Ro^fe^  B.,  at  the 
Liverpool  Spring  Assizes,  1841,  when  (as  it  was  stated  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions  on  which  this  writ  of  error  was 
brought)  the  plaintiff's  counsel  gave  in  evidence  (inter 
alia)  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  in  possession 
and  occupation  of  a  piece  of  land,  with  a  cotton  mill 
erected  thereon,  situate  in  a  street  called  the  Wallgat^ 
in  the  town  of  Wigan,  in  which  mill  he  carried  on  the 
business  of  a  cotton-spinner  with  one  John  Acton ;  that 
the  said  land  and  mill  formerly  for  many  years  belonged 
to,  and  were  occupied  by,  one  Thomas  Hardman  up  to  hii 
death,  which  occurred  in  the  year  1887 ;  that  from  and 
after  his  death,  the  said  land  and  mill  belonged  to  and  were 


\ 
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occupied  by  one  John  Acton  deceased,  up  to  his  death,  Exeh.  Chamber, 
vhich  occurred  in  the  year  1889,  and  that  from  and  after  - 

liis  death  the  plaintiff  became  and  was  such  owner  and       Acton 
occupier  as  aforesaid,  and  continued  such  owner  and  so  in     Blundbll. 
possession  and  occupation,  from  thence  to  the  time  of  the 
tiiaL   That  within  twenty  years  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  namely,  in  the  latter  end  of  the  year  1821,  and 
vbflst  the  said  Thomas  Hardman  was  such  owner  and  in 
possession  and  occupation  as  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Thomas 
Hirdman  sunk  and  made  in  the  said  land  a  certain  well, 
tnd  that  by  means  of  such  well  he  the  said  Thomas  Hard- 
num,  from  the  time  of  such  sinking,  and  the  said  John 
Acton  deceased,  and  the  plaintiff,  during  the  time  they 
vere  respectively  such  owners  and  so  possessed  as  aforesaid, 
did  from  time  to  time,  according  to  their  convenience,  raise, 
draw,  and  procure  from  and  out  of  such  well,  water  for  sup- 
plying and  working  the  said  mill  with  the  appurtenances, 
tudforthe  convenient  use  and  occupation  of  the  same;  that 
&e  well  was  originally  sunk  to  the  depth  of  about  eighteen 
7^8,  and  the  supply  of  water  from  it  was  then  sufficient 
^f  the  purposes  of  the  said  mill;  that  in  the  year  1888 
^  1834  the  supply  of  water  from  the  well  was  defective, 
^d  that  the  said  Thomas  Hardman,  the  then  occupier  of 
"*c  mill,  in  the  latter  year  deepened  the  well  about  three 
y^^y  and  the  supply  of  water  from  it  was  again  sufficient 
^  the  purposes  of  the  mill,  and  continued  to  be  so  until 
^^  year  1887;  that  in  that  year  the  defendants  sunk  a  coal- 
P>t  in  the  glebe  land  belonging  to  the  rectory  of  Wigan,  of 
^hich  glebe  land  the  defendant  Blundell  was  then,  and  from 
^cuce  hitherto  has  been,  lessee  from  the  rector,  under  the 
P'oviaions  of  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  that  year ;  that 
^®  8aid  coal-pit  was  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  from 
^  ^id  mill;  that  when  the  said  pit  was  sunk  to  a  certain 
^Wh,  namely,  about  thirty-five  yards,  the  water  ceased  to 
^^  in  the  well,  and  so  continued  for  a  period  of  about  six 
^ths,  during  which  time  the  pit  was  worked,  and  the 
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Bxeh.  Chamber,  owner  and  occupier  of  the  mill  obtained  water  from  othfl 

1843  . 

^  sources^  for  the  working  of  the  said  mill ;  that  during  tfaa 

AcTOK        period  the  well  was  again  deepened  about  six  yards  by  di 

Blumdell.     ^^^^  John  Acton  deceased,  the  then  owner  and  occapia 

of  the  mill ;  that  at  the  end  of  that  period  the  pit 

to  be  worked  for  a  short  interval,  during  which  inl 

the  water  rose  in  the  well  again ;  that  afterwards,  vis.^ 

1838,  the  working  of  the  pit  commenced  again,  and 

continued  ever  since;  that,  soon  after  the  water  left 

well  as  last  aforesaid,  the  well  was  again  deepened  by 

then  owner  and  occupier  of  the  mill,  by  about  twelve 

more,  and  that  the  water  rose  in  the  well  again,  and 

the  stroke  of  the  plaintiff's  engine-pump  being  shoi 

and  by  the  aid  of  a  lodge  or  reservoir  made  on  the  pi 

ti£Ps  land,  was  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  mill, 

continued  to  be  so  until  December,  1840,  when  the 

again  ceased  to  flow  in  the  well ;  that  in  the  same  year 

defendants   sunk  another  coal-pit,  called  the  engine-| 

in  the  said  glebe,  about  735  yards  distant  from  the 

well;  that,  whilst  the  pit  was  working,  the  water 

to  fail  again,  viz.,  in  September  1840,  and  in  DecemI 

following  it  became  insufficient  for  the  purposes  of 

mill,  and  the  plaintiff,  from  that  time  to  the  comm( 

ment  of  this  action,  was  obliged  to  procure  water 

other  sources  for  the  purposes  of  his  mill;  and  that 

defendants  have  continued  to  work  the  said  pits,  wl 

were  sunk  and  made,  and  have  always  been  worked,  in 

usual  and  proper  manner;  and  that  the  said  pits  have 

drained  by  steam  engines,  in  order  to  win  and  get 

cannel  coal  there ;  that,  when  the  last-mentioned  pit 

been  sunk  to  a  considerable   depth,  and   before  it 

reached  and  extended  so  deep  as  the  stratum  of  the 

cannel  coal,  namely,  at  the  depth  of  about  eighty  yarij 

from  the  surface,  large  quantities  of  water  sprang  ouifnmi 

stratum  of  rock,  which  lay  at  that  depth,  and  was  peD» 

trated  in  the  sinking  of  the  same  pit ;  that,  until  the  bMk 
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mentioned  pit  was  sunk  down  to  that  stratum  of  rock,  -£'<?*•  chamber, 

.  .  1843 

little  or  no  water  was  found  in  the  pit ;  that  in  that  dis-  - 

trict  where  the  said  well  and  the  pits  are  situate,  the  mineral        Acton 

itnta  dip  is  about  one  yard  in  seven  yards ;  that  the  first-     Blukdbll. 

mentioned  pit,  with  reference  to  the  said  well,  is  upon  the 

me  of  the  said  strata,  and  the  engine  and  pit  on  the  dip; 

Aat  the  level  of  the  bottom  of  the  said  new  engine-pit  is 

lower  than  the  bottom  of  the  said  well ;  that,  previous  to 

tlie  sinking  of  the  said  well  in  1821,  the  said  mill  was 

worked  and  supplied  with  water  from  a  well  about  nine 

yuds  deep,  in  a  garden  near  the  said  mill,  but  not  being 

the  property  of  the  said  Thomas  Hardman,  John  Acton, 

ortheplaintifiP;  that  the  last-mentioned  well  was  entirely 

in  the  strata  of  soil  and  clay,  and  did  not  penetrate  or 

reach  any  rock,  and  that  the  water  in  the  last-mentioned 

well  has  continued  to  flow  as  usual. 

The  plainti£f  gave  evidence  tending  to  shew,  from  the 
Jttture  of  the  strata  lying  between  the  well  in  question  and 
the  pits  sunk  by  the  defendants,  and  which  strata  consisted 
rf  porous  rocks,  that  the  failure  of  the  water  in  the  well 
Mt)se  wholly  or  partially  from  the  sinking  the  engine- 
pit;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiflF  had 
"^  put  to  and  incurred  great  pecuniary  loss  and  damage. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  then  stated,  that  "  the  defendants' 

wnnsel  insisted,  before  the  said  learned  Baron,  that  the 

^i  several  matters  so  produced  and  given  in  evidence  on 

^^^  part  of  the  said  plaintiflF  were  not  sufficient,  and  ought 

'^  to  be  admitted  as  evidence  to  the  jury,  to  entitle  the 

pWntiff  to  a  verdict  on  any  material  point  of  the  said  issues 

"^lidly  and  lastly  above  joined,  and  that  they  shewed 

^^  the  said  second  and  last  issues  ought  wholly  to  be 

"^^d  for  the  defendants.     And  to  this  the  counsel  of  the 

^^  plaintiff  did  then  and  there  insist  &c.  that  the  said 

^^xtd  matters  were  sufficient,  and  ought  to  be  admitted 

**  ^dence  to  the  jury,  to  entitle  the  said  plaintiff  to  a 

^'^ct  on  the  said  issues  secondly  and  lastly  above  joined. 
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Etch,  Chamber,  or  OH  a  material  part  thereof ^  and  that  they  did  not  aher 
-  that  the  said  issues  ought  to  be  found  wholly  for  the  A 
Acton  fendants.  And  that  the  said  learned  Baron  did  then 
Blundell.  there  declare  and  deUver  his  opinion  to  the  jury^  that, 
suming  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  the  grii 
alleged  in  the  declaration^  yet^  if  they  did  proceed  and 
in  the  usual  and  proper  manner  on  the  land  of  the  d( 
ant  Blundell  for  the  purpose  of  working  and  winning  a 
mine  therein,  they  might  lawfully  do  so ;  that  the  law 
made  no  provision  against  it;  and  that  the  evidence 
not  sufficient  to  support  the  allegations  traversed  by 
second  and  third  pleas,  so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintifi 
verdict  on  those  pleas,  and  in  such  case  those  issues 
to  be  found  for  the  defendants :  upon  which  the  plaini 
counsel  excepted  to  the  said  opinion,  and  the  jury,  in 
suance  of  the  direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  d< 
ants  on  the  second  and  last  issues,  having  been  disci 
for  finding  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty/' 

Assignment  of  errors,  and  joinder  in  error. 

The  plaintifi^s  points  for  argument  were,  that  the 
of  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial  was  erroneous ;  that 
was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  a  verdict 
the  plainti£f  on  the  second  and  last  issues ;  and  that 
plainti£f  was  entitled  to  use  the  water,  unless  the  defenc 
could  shew  some  right  or  justification  for  drawing  it  ai 
beyond  the  working  of  coals  on  the  lands  of  them  or 
of  them. 

The  defendants'  points  were,  that  they,  in  right  of 
defendant  Blundell,  had  a  right  to  sink  pits  and 
and  pump  up  the  water  in  the  usual  and  proper 
for  the  purpose  of  winning  and  getting  coals  from  the  OQi^ 
seams  of  the  said  Blundell,  in  the  lands  in  which  the  adi 
pits  and  shafts  were  sunk,  notwithstanding  those  proceed/* 
ings  had  the  efi'ect  of  diminishing  the  spring  of  water  ia 
the  plaintiff's  well  \  that  well  not  having  been  sunk,  made 
or  enjoyed  for  the  space  of  twenty  years  before  the  ooBi 
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mencement  of  this  action.    Also^  that,  even  though  the  •»«?*.  Chamber, 

plaintiff's  well  had  been  made  and  enjoyed  more  than  '  ^ 

twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  yet        Acton 

that,  inasmuch  as  the  spring  of  water  therein  was  an     blundell. 

imdergronnd  spring,  and  one  of  which  the  defendants  and 

ttose  under  whom  they  claimed  had  no  notice,  no  right  to 

tk  same  was  acquired  as  against  the  owners  or  occupiers 

of  the  mines  in  the  land  of  the  defendant  Blundell,  so  as 

to  prevent  those  owners  and  occupiers  from  winning  and 

vorking  those  mines,  notwithstanding  those  operations, 

vhen  carried  on  in  the  usual  and  proper  manner,  might 

have  the  e£fect  of  diminishing  the  flow  of  water  in  the 

idaintiff's  well. 

There  was  another  point,  turning  on  the  statute  under 
which  the  defendant  Blundell  held  the  mines,  but  it  was 
abandoned  on  the  argument. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  1st  December  1842,  by 

CdtwJing,  for  the  plainti£f. — Laying  the  general  issue  out 

of  the  case,  it  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 

Bhmdell,  by  sinking  the  engine-pit  in  his  own  land,  and 

^g  the  steam  engine  to  pump  up  the  water,  has  drained 

•*»y  and  entirely  abstracted  the  water  which  would  other- 

^>*e  have  supplied  the  plaintifiPs  well  in  his,  the  plaintiff's, 

'^-    It  appears  also  that  the  plaintiff's  well  was  sunk 

^thin  twenty  years,  and  the  defendants'  coal-pits  still 

^'^^^  recently,  so  that  neither  party  can  have  gained  a 

^t  by  lapse  of  time.     It  is  submitted  that,  under  this 

'^  of  circumstances,  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge 

^  Uicorrect  in  point  of  law.     No  doubt,  generally  speak- 

^>  %  party  may  sink  pits  and  work  the  coal  in  his  own 

^^»  and  there  is  no  provision  against  it ;  but  that  is  an 

^P^ifect  view  of  the  case.     The  law  does  not  say  that  a 

'^''y'  may  so  work  whatever  the  consequences  may  ie,  or 

^  fitt  soever  beyond  the  property  of  the  party  the  effects 

^y  extend;  it  does  not  give  the  party  an  absolute  un- 
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Exeh,  Chamher,  qualified  right  independent  of  all  circumstances ;  but  Unl 

right  must  be  subject  to  another  and  paramount 


Acton        utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas :  and  the  question  come 


Blumdbll.     to  this,  whether  there  is  any  jus  alienum  in  the 

Without  inquiring  at  present  whether  there  was  any  peoq 
liar  privilege  on  account  of  the  act  being  done  by  the 
fendants  in  carrying  on  mining  operations,  but 
that  the  doing  of  the  act  was,  abstractedly  speaking,  lai 
it  is  submitted  that,  if  water  passes  in  its  natural 
through  a  person's  land,  he  has  a  right  to  the  use  of  it 
passes,  and  to  be  protected  against  another  obstructing 
or  altering  the  stream  so  as  to  prevent  such  user,  unless] 
other  has  gained  some  right  or  servitude  (as  it  is  tecl 
called)  by  grant  or  otherwise;  and  here  the  defendants ^ 
not  allege  they  have  gained  any  such  right.  The 
contended  for  by  the  plainti£f  is  incident  to,  and 
from,  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  land,  and 
quires  no  length  of  time  to  acquire  it.  Such  right  ii 
most  self-evident.  The  water  is  the  party's  as  long  as 
on  his  land,  as  every  thing  is  his  that  is  above  or  behnrj 
This  is  not  disputed  as  to  water  flowing  on  the  surface  of  < 
land,  but  the  question  is  whether  it  makes  any  diffc 
that  it  flows  below  it.  It  cannot ;  for  the  right  arises 
the  occupation  of  the  land,  and  must  equaUy  apply  to 
running  under  the  surface.  Indeed,  from  the  nal 
watercourses,  there  can  be  no  di£ference  between  thea^ 
this  point,  whether  superficial  or  not;  for  all  water  is  ori| 
ally  underground,  and  this  very  stream  may  at  some 
tance  be  on  the  level  with  and  flow  along  the  surface, 
there  were  any  di£ference,  a  party  might  go,  even  in 
case  of  surface  water,  to  some  place  before  it  reached 
surface,  and  cut  off  the  stream,  and,  according  to  the  aigd 
ment  on  the  other  side,  he  might  do  so  with  impnnil| 
All  the  authorities  treat  the  right  to  the  use  of  flo«U| 
water  as  a  natural  right  following  and  arising  £rom  th 
occupation  of  the  land  itself,  and  they  make  no  distinctio 
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iween  water  flowing  below  and  above  the  surface.    The  Ejeek.  Chamber, 
estion  as  to  surface  water  arose  and  was  discussed  in  Ma-  '  ^ 

Y.ffiU  (a).  In  that  case.  Lord  Denman,  J.,  in  deliver-  Acton 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said : — "  The  proposition  blwnd«ll. 
which  the  plaintiff  contends  is,  that  the  possessor  of 
9,  through  which  a  natural  stream  runs,  has  a  right  to 
idFantage  of  that  stream  flowing  in  its  natural  course, 
to  use  it  when  he  pleases  for  any  purposes  of  his  own, 
noonsistent  with  a  similar  right  in  the  prpprietors  of 
Buid  above  and  below — that  neither  can  any  proprietor 
e  diminish  the  quantity,  or  injure  the  quality,  of  water 
h  would  otherwise  descend,  nor  can  any  proprietor 
w  throw  back  the  water  without  his  license  or  grant : 
d  that,  whether  the  loss  by  diversion  of  the  general 
at  of  such  a  stream  be  or  be  not  such  an  injury  in 
;  of  law  as  to  sustain  an  action  without  some  special 
ige,  yet,  as  soon  as  the  proprietor  of  the  land  has  ap- 
it  to  some  purpose  of  utiUty,  or  is  prevented  from  so 
;  by  the  diversion,  he  has  a  right  of  action  against  the 
m  diverting/'  That  doctrine  applies  to  this  case,  and 
»s  to  underground  than  to  surfiekce  water.  And  in  2 
II.  Com.  14,  water  is  stated  to  be  one  of  those  things 
h  are  acquired  by  occupancy.  "  There  are  some  few 
»  which,  notwithstanding  the  general  introduction  and 
inuance  of  property,  must  still  unavoidably  remain  in 
non;  being  such  wherein  nothing  but  an  usufructuary 
erty  is  capable  of  being  had ;  and,  therefore,  they  still 
Qg  to  the  first  occupant,  during  the  time  he  holds  pos- 
on  of  them,  and  no  longer.  Such  (among  others)  are 
elements  of  light,  air,  and  water ;  which  a  man  may 
py  by  means  of  his  windows,  his  gardens,  his  mills,  and 
r  conveniences;  all  these  things,  so  long  as  they  remain 
Msession,  every  man  has  a  right  to  enjoy  without  dis- 
mce.'^    There  the  rule  of  law  is  put  upon  the  ground 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  1  ;  2  Nev  &  M.  747. 
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Exch.  Chamber,  that  a  party  has  a  right  to  water  so  long  as  it  passes  throngh^ 
-     his  land.     In  Sury  v.  Piggott  (a),  which  was  an  action  oi^ 
Acton        the  case  for  stopping  a  watercourse^  the  Court  held,  tluc^ 
Blundsll.     the  right  to  the  flow  of  water  is  not  extinguished  by  unit:;^ 
of  ownership,  in  which  respect  it  is  distinguished  from  ^ 
way.   Whitlocky  J.,  says  {b),  "  There  is  a  difference  betwe^^ 
a  way^  a  common,  and  a  watercourse.     Bracton,  lib. 
fol.   221-2,  calls  them  servitutes  prsediales,  those  wkiS^^ 
begin  by  private  right,  by  prescription,  by  assent,  a^  « 
way  or  common,  being  a  particular  benefit  to  take  part  of 
the  profits  of  the  land.     This  is  extinct  by  unity,  because 
the  greater  benefit  shall  drown  the  less.    A  watercourse 
doth  not  begin  by  prescription,  nor  yet  by  assent,  but  the 
same  doth  begin  ex  jure  natune,  having  taken  this  oonne 
naturally,  and  cannot  be  averted.^'  And,  Jones,  J.,  says,  ''Tbii 
watercourse  is  not  extinct  by  the  unity  of  possession,  the 
same  being  a  thing  which  ariseth  out  of  the  land,  and  no 
interest  at  all  by  this  claimed  in  the  land,  but  quod  car- 
rere  solebat  this  way,  and  so  to  have  continuance  of  this.'' 
And  CreWf  C.  J.,  and  Dodderidge,  J.,  concur.    There  a  dis^ 
tinction  is  taken  between  a  right  of  way  or  of  commoo^ 
and  a  right  to  the  use  of  water,  which  is  jure  natura;  birfJ 
no  distinction  is  taken  between  water  below  and  above  tk.^ 
surface.   It  is  treated  as  a  natural  right,  and  if  it  be  so,  ho^* 
can  it  be  material  whether  the  stream  flows  on  or  under  ths-^ 
surface?     Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgm< 
in  Mason  v.  HiU  (c),  quotes  the  Roman  Law  (2  Inst.  tit. 
8.  1): — ^'Et  quidem  naturali  jure  communia  sunt  omniiLr 
h«ec :  aer,  aqua  profluens,  et  mare,  et  per  hoc  littora 
ris.^'     And  he  quotes  Yinnius,  in  his  Commentary  on 
Institutions,  as  explaining  the  meaning  of  the  text : — ''  It 
aqua  profluens,  hoc  est  aqua  jugis,  quae  vel  ab  imbribns 
lecta,  vel  e  venis  terrse  scaturiens,  perpetuum  fluxum 

(a)  3  Bulstr.  339;  Poph.  166  ;  (h)  3  Bulstr.  340. 

W.  Jones,  145  ;  Noy,  84.  (c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  23. 
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flumenque  aut  rivum  perennem  facit.     Postremo  propter  Exch.  chamber, 

mare,  etiam  littora  maris.  In  hisce  rebus  duo  sunt,  quae  jure  '   ^ 

natural!  omnibus  competunt.   Primum  communis  omnium        Acton 

est  harum  rerum  usus,  ad  quem  natur&  comparatae  sunt,     Blundell. 

turn  si  quid  earum  rerum  per  naturam  occupari  potest,  id 

eatenus  occupantis  fit,  quatenus  ea  occupatione  usus  ille 

promiscuus  nou  Iseditur/'     And  be  proceeds  to  describe 

the  use  of  water,  ''  aqua  profluens  ad  lavandum  et  potan- 

dum  unicuique  jure  naturali  concessa/'     And  in  thg  l^an- 

decta  (a),  lib.  39,  tit.  iii.,  De  Aqua,  et  Aquae  pluvise  arcendae, 

there  are  the  following  opinions  on  this  subject  applicable 

to  the  present  case.     '^  Similiter  sentiunt  Sabinus  et  Cas- 

sius.  Nam  iidem  aiunt :  Aquam  pluviam  in  suo  retinerc,  vel 

saperficientem  (b)  ex  vicini  in  suum  derivare,  dum  opus  in 

alieno  non  fiat,  omnibus  jus  esse.    Prodesse  enim  sibi  unus- 

qnisque,  dum  alii  non  nocet,  non  prohibctur;  nee  quem- 

quam  hoc  nomine  teneri.''   ^'  Similiter  Pomponius  :  Si  in 

meo  aqua  erumpat  quae  ex  tuo  fundo  venas  habeat ;  si  eas 

▼cnas  incideris,  et  ob  id  desierit  ad  me  aqua  pervenire :  tu 

non  videris  vi  fecisse,  si  nulla  servitus  mihi  eo  nomine  de- 

bitafuerit ;  nee  interdicto  quod  vi  aut  clam  teneris.''  "  De- 

niqne  Marcellus  scribit :  Cum  eo  qui  in  suo  fodiens  vicini 

fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse  agi ;  nee  de  dolo  actionem  :  Et 

■wie  non  debet  habere ;  si  non  animo  vicino  nocendi,  sed 

^Utn  agrum  meliorem  faciendi  id  fecit."  And  in  the  follow- 

^^S  page  there  is  the  following  passage :  '^  Similiter  Sabinus 

^  Oassius.  Nam  iidem  aiunt :  Si  aqua  naturaliter  decurrat, 

*9^5e  pluvise  arcendae  actionem  cessare.  Quod  si  opere  facto 

^^'^^ai  aut  in  superiorem  partem  repellitur,  aut  in  inferiorem 

^^^^^taivr;   aquae  pluviae  arcendae   actionem   competere.'' 

*^^y  there  appear  to  lay  down  this — that,  as  to  flowing 

^^^r,  each  party  is  entitled  to  use  it  as  it  passes  through 

^  own  land,  and  if  another  takes  away  the  water,  or  draws 

^^ff,an  action  is  maintainable  against  him.     And,  in  this 

(a)  Potier's  ed.,  vol.  3,  p.  578-9. 
(&)  Halvand  reads  superflitentemj  note,  Id. 

"^OL,  XII.  Z  M.  W. 
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EjTch,  Chamber,  casc,  by  the  act  of  the  defendants^  the  plaintiff  is  depme 
*  ^  of  this  water  which  would  otherwise  flow  into  his  wd 
Acton  [Maule,  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  what  Marcellus  says 
Blumdbll.  ag&iust  you.  The  English  of  it  I  take  to  be  this:  if  a  ma 
digs  a  well  in  his  own  field,  and  thereby  drains  his  neigl 
bourns,  he  may  do  so,  unless  he  does  it  maliciously.}  H 
language  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the  state  of  thin] 
at  the  period  he  used  it.  Mining  was  then  altogethi 
unknown,  at  least  on  the  scale  and  with  the  means  now  a; 
plied  to  it.  He  meant  therefore,  probably,  digging  a  wi 
in  order  to  obtain  access  to  the  stream,  that  he  might  u 
it  for  occupation  purposes :  and  it  may  be  admitted,  wit! 
out  prejudice  to  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  indeed  is  rath 
part  of  it,  that  the  occupiers  of  the  land  have  a  right  i 
use  the  water  flowing  through  it  for  occupation  purpose 
though  such  use  may  possibly,  and  in  rare  instances,  pn 
judice  their  neighbours.  Such  use,  however,  is  very  differei 
from  that  in  the  present  case,  where,  by  means  of  steao 
engines,  &c.,  the  defendants  continually  abstract  all  tl 
water  from  the  plaintiff^s  land.  That  the  Romans  kne 
little  about  cutting  off  or  using  under-ground  currents 
water  appears  from  their  use  of  aqueducts.  [Maule^  J.- 
That  is  not  conclusive;  it  is  certain  they,  in  some  instance 
used  water-pipes  for  their  dwelling-houses.  What  do  y< 
understand  by  user  for  occupation  purposes  ?]  Such  pu 
poses  as  Yinnius  refers  to,  ad  lavandum  et  potandm 
for  the  use  of  the  family  or  cattle.  It  may  be  difficult 
define  the  exact  boundary  of  those  purposes ;  the  aan 
difficulty  would  have  applied  to  the  doctrine  in  Mason 
Hill,  and  yet  was  not  noticed;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  diacu 
it  here.  A  right  like  the  present  seems  acknowledged  firo 
the  remotest  times ;  for  wells  have  always  been  conaiden 
as  of  the  highest  value  :  habitations  and  towns  have  groii 
up  about  them,  and  yet,  if  the  defendants  are  right,  i 
this  is  held  at  the  caprice  of  the  owner  of  neighbouiiz 
mines,  who  may  lay  those  wells  dry  at  any  moment  tki 
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pl^sse ;  for  it  is  very  difficult  to  say,  that,  if  the  mine-owner  ExcH,  Chamber, 
jsMJB^J  do  SO  within  twenty  years,  he  can  be  barred  by  any  '  ^ 

JajMe  of  time.  Acton 

7ew  authorities  can  be  found,  both  in  consequence  of  blundell. 
tlie  rarity  of  such  an  occurrence  as  the  present  until 
reocntly,  and  the  difficulty  of  bringing  satisfactory  proof 
home  to  a  defendant;  but  the  existence  of  the  right  con- 
tended for  seems  assumed  and  recognized  in  them,  so  far  as 
uiy  inference  is  deducible.  Thus,  in  the  Year  Book,  14 
Heiu  8, 3]t,  where  an  action  on  the  case  was  brought  for  di- 
?ertuig  a  river,  it  is  said  by  Row,  ''It  seems  that  here  he  shall 
have  assize  of  nusance  and  not  action  on  the  case ;  as  if 
you  atop  a  Conduit  I  shall  have  assize  of  nusance/'  That 
aaauxnes  a  right  to  the  watercourse,  otherwise  the  only  re- 
medy would  have  been  for  the  damage  done  to  the  conduit 
^  waterpipe  itself,  and  not  for  the  right  to  the  watercourse. 
^^  Srawne  v.  Best  (a),  which  was  a  special  action  on  the 
^^^^8e  for  diverting  a  watercourse,  the  plaintiff  declared  upon 
^  own  possession  of  the  place,  through  which  the  water 
^''^  to  run,  and  then  set  out  the  course  of  it,  and  stated 
^hat  the  defendant  digged  two  pits  and  two  ponds  partly 
^  and  near  the  said  course,  diverted  the  water  into  those 
P^^j  and  made  dams  and  banks  to  the  ponds,  by  which  the 
^^^er  had  been  diverted  in  its  ancient  course,  and  a  great 

^^'^  of  it  sunk  into  those  ponds,  so  that  little  had  come  to 

til 
^^  plaintiflTs  grounds.     The  defendant  pleaded,  that  all 

^^  'Water-springs  were  in  his  ground,  and  that  the  two  pits 

^^  l>een  there  time  out  of  mind  for  the  use  of  water  for 

^    meadows  and  cattle ;  and  that  the  pits  being  choked 

.  ^  ^^th  mud,  he  dug  two  large  pits  and  made  dams  and 

/^^^^,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to  do.  The  plaintiff  replied  de 

«i^^^riA,  and  on  demurrer  to  that  replication;  and  after 

^I^S^toient,  Xee,  C.  J.,  says, — "  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

ktion  is  veiy  good,  and  that  in  the  case  of  a  water- 

(a)  1  Wils.  174. 

z2 
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Exch,  Chamber,  course,  which  is  jurc  naturae,  this  is  the  best  way  of  de- 
'  ^     daring;  for  the  plaintiff,  being  possessed  of  the  place,  de- 
AcTON        clares  that  the  water  currere  solebat  through  that  place^ 
Blukoell.     ti™6  out  of  mind,  and  that  the  defendant  had  obstructed 
it ;  and  I  think  the  defendant,  by  this  plea,  has  not  at  a^j 
denied  the  plaintiff  having  such  a  watercourse,  but  sa;^^ 
that  it  took  its  rise  in  his  (the  defendant's)  ground ;  titat 
the  water  runs  through  part  of  his  ground ;  that  there 
were  two  pits  immemorially;  and  acknowledges  he  has  en- 
larged the  pits,  and  made  the  obstruction  laid  in  the  de- 
claration ;  this  really  amounts  to  a  confession  of  the  plain- 
tiff's action,  for,  although  there  have  been  pits  in  the  d^ 
fendant's  ground  time  out  of  mind,  yet  he  cannot  enlarge 
them,  but  they  must  remain  as  they  have  always  been, 
and  so  is  the  rule  both  in  the  common  and  civil  law/'  And 
afterwards  he  adds,  ''  The  defendants,  indeed,  might  hai«    J 
cleansed  the  pits,  keeping  them  as  they  were  before,  bnt    : 
cannot  enlarge  them/'     The  language  thus  used  is  appli-   ;; 
cable  to  underground  as  well  as  surface  watercourses ;  and  -. 
there  the  jus  alienum  is  recognized.     The  pleadings  in  . 
actions  for  injuries  to  watercourses  never  state  the  water  -^ 
to  be  superficial.     In  Arkvrright  v.  Gell  (a),  the  question  in  . 
this  case  did  not  exactly  arise,  but  the  following  observar 
tion  was  made  as  to  underground  watercourses  by  Lorf 
Abinger,  C.  B. : — "  If  the  plaintiffs  have  established  that  they 
have  a  right  as  against  you  to  keep  the  water,  it  is  no  an- 
swer that  you  are  doing  an  act  in  your  own  land.  All  water 
was  at  first  subterraneous.''  This  right  is  only  a  part  of  one 
more  general  right ;  that  is,  a  right  to  all  the  advantages 
which  the  land  possesses,  and  all  its  features  implanted 
in  it  by  nature.     If  it  does  not  exist,  a  person  may  confcri 
a  valley  into  a  mountain  or  conversely,  and  thereby  throw 
all  the  water  upon,  or  draw  it  from,  his  neighbour's  land. 
And  yet  a  person  has  not  an  unlimited  right  over  hia  o 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  203. 
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1;  for  if  he  excavates  it  so  as  to  make  his  neighbour's  Bxch,  Chamber, 

in,  he  is  liable,  as  was  admitted  in  Wyatt  v.  Harri- 

a).  The  inconveniences  attending  a  contrary  rule  would 

siy  great.    Kthe  defendant  has  the  right  he  contends 

low  £Eur  does  it  extend  ?     He  does  not  want  the  water 

is  own  use,  and  what  then  is  to  become  of  the  water 

acted?     Does  the  law  allow  it  to  be  sent  in  one  col- 

d   stream  along  the  surface?      May  the  defendants 

r  it  to  find  its  own  way  ?     K  so,  it  might  go  into  an- 

*  colliery  and  drown  it,  which  would  be  contrary  to 
!irdY,Bankes{b).  Kthey  may  act  in  such  a  manner,  they 
1  not  be  liable,  although  their  neighbours'  land  should 
in  consequence  of  the  water  being  abstracted  from 
r  it.  It  can  make  no  difference  that  the  defendants  are 
ged  in  mining  operations.  It  is  impossible  to  lay  down 
j^eneral  rule  as  to  the  "  usual  and  proper  mode  of  min- 

The  present  mode  was  unknown  until  recently;  and, 
fore,  cannot  have  been  provided  for  by  the  common 
and  it  is  impossible  to  say  what  will  be  the  ''usual 
proper  mode''  in  future  times,  or  whether  the  present 
)  will  not  then  be  considered  as  gross  negligence, 
ict,  mining  operations  form  a  species  of  trade  now. 
redwen  v.  Bourne  (c),  Parke,  B.  says,  in  the  course  of 
rgument,  ''  a  mining  concern  is  a  trading  concern." 
,  it  is  no  answer  to  a  nuisance  that  a  party  is  carrying 
lawful  trade :  thus,  recently  both  actions  and  indict- 
:s  have  been  brought  against  alkali  manufacturers 
he  injury  done  to  their  neighbours'  property,  and  it 
IS  difficult  to  draw  any  distinction  on  account  of  the 
ies  of  injury  committed  being  different,  or  the  trade  in 
present  instance  being  carried  on  under  ground.  In 
'*,  if  the  defendant  is  right,  it  seems  difficult  to  say  he  may 

•  do  the  same  for  his  own  amusement  solely.    \Maule,  J. 

)  3  B.  &  Ad.  871.         (6)  2  Burr.  1 113.        (c)  6  M.  &  W.  463. 
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Exch,  Chamber,  — I  supposc  these  general  doctrines  as  to  watercourses  will 

not  be  denied;  but  is  this  a  watercourse?]     The 


Acton  <t  watercourse  '*  must  apply  to  all  streams^  however  the 
Blvndell.  may  flow^  or  though  they  percolate  through  strata  Of  rocl 
as  in  the  present  instance,  not  merely  to  rivers  only 
streams  forming  one  continuous  body  of  water.  If  ^ 
did  not,  a  party  might  abstract  into  his  own  land  ikiin^ 
waters  from  his  neighbour's.  The  case  seems  to  fall  wil 
the  rule  laid  down  in  Aldred^s  coise  (a).  ''  So  if  a  man 
a  watercourse  running  in  a  ditch  from  the  river  to  his  hoiiK:; 
for  his  necessary  use ;  if  a  glover  sets  up  a  lime-pit  for  caS' 
skins  and  sheep  skins  so  near  the  said  watercourse  that 
corruption  of  the  lime-pit  has  corrupted  it,  for  which 
his  tenants  leave  the  said  house,  an  action  upon  the  caseb 
for  the  same,  as  it  is  adjudged  in  18  H.  7,  26  b ;  and  thi. 
stand,  both  with  the  rule  of  law  and  reason,  "  so.  prohibetn*^^ 
ne  quis  faciat  in  suo  quod  nocere  possit  alieno :  et  sic  uleit!^ 
tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas/'  The  importance  of  the  q^iestioiC^^^ 
is  obvious ;  for,  if  the  defendant  is  right,  any  tract  of  coun--^-^' 
try,  however  extensive  or  populous,  may  be  laid  dry  at  thr*'^-*^ 
caprice  of  an  individual,  and  deprived  of  one  of  the 
necessaries  of  existence ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  takin^l^-^ 
the  plainti£f's  view,  some  mines  may  not  be  capable  of  bein^^-4 
worked  at  all,  or  to  such  profit  as  they  otherwise  would^E^^l 
according  to  the  mode  of  mining  at  present  in  use. 

Addison,  contra. — The  direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  s^bt  at 
the  trial,  was  perfectly  correct.     It  is  admitted  here  th^-^^at 
there  is  no  user  for  twenty  years — ^no  claim  of  right  fro'  ^^m 
lapse  of  time;  and,  therefore,  it  must  be  considered  aSi^Bsif 
both  the  well  and  the  pit  were  sunk  recently.    The  pi^crro- 
position  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£f  is  rather  startling;         for 
the  direct  consequence  of  it  is  this,  that  if  any  persoczzs,  a 
mere  cottager  for  instance,  sink  a  well  in  his  groundi      ibe 

(a)  9  Co.  59  a. 
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ines  of  the  snrrounding  neigliboarhood^  however  extensive  E*ch,  chamber, 
id  valuable^  can  never  afterwards  be  worked;  if  the  doing  '  ^ 

would  have  the  eflPect  of  materially  diminishing  the  water        Acton 

Vm 

the  well ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed  in  this  case^  that^  if  the     Blundell. 

nintiffy  who  was  proved  to  have  deepened  his  well  from  time 

time^  were  to  sink  it  lower  than  the  engine  pit^  he  might 

in  procure  water.   Where  the  consequences  to  other  pro- 

ietors  are  so  strikingly  disproportionate,  some  very  clear 

ithorities  ought  to  be  produced  in  support  of  such  a 

;ht;  but  none  such  have  been  adduced.     The  maxim, 

li  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  laedas,  does  not  go  to  forbid 

anna  generally,  but  damna  injuriosa.     To  constitute  a 

olation  of  that  maxim,  there  must  be  injuria  as  well  as 

imnum.     There  are  many  cases  in  which  a  man  may 

wfaUy  use  his  own  property  so  as  to  cause  damage  to  his 

righbour,  so  as  it  be  not  injuriosum.     He  may  build  a 

aU  on  his  own  ground  so  as  to  obstruct  the  lights  of  his 

sighbour,  who  may  not  have  acquired  a  right  to  them  by 

*ant  or  adverse  user.     He  may  build  a  mill  near  the  mill 

*  his  neighbour  to  the  grievons  damage  of  the  latter  by 

«8  of  custom,  and  so  in  other  cases.     In  Bracton,  lib.  4, 

1,  221,  there  is  the  following  passage : — "  Nocumentum 

lim  poterit  esse  justum,  et  poterit  esse  injuriosum.     In- 

iriosum,  ubi  quis  fecerit   aliquid  in  suo  injuste  contra 

gem  vel  contra  constitutionem,  prohibitus  a  jure.     Si 

item  prohiberi  a  jure  non  possit  ne  faciat,  licet  nocu- 

entnm  faciat  et  damnosum,  tamen  non  erit  injuriosum; 

ntnin  est  enim  unicuique  facere  in  suo  quod  damnum 

fiuriosum  non  eveniet  vicino,  ut  si  quis  in  fundo  proprio 

ostraat  aliquod  molendinum,  et  sectam  suam  et  aliorum 

dnorum  substrahat  vicino,  facit  vicino  damnum  et  non 

[nriam:   cdm  a  lege  vel  a  constitutione  prohibitus  non 

;  ne  molendinum  habeat  vel  construat/^     To  derive, 

erefore,  any  aid  from  the  maxim,  sic  utere,  fee,  the  plain- 

F  moat  shew  that  he  has  sustained  injuriam,  which  is  the 

bole  question. 
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Exch.  Chamber^  As  to  the  passagcs  quotcd  from  the  Pandects,  they  will 
J  '  ^  be  found  on  examination  to  be  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 
Acton  What  Marcellus  writes  is  clearly  so. — Marcellus  scribit: 
Blundxll.  Cum  eo,  qui  in  suo  fodiens,  vicini  fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse 
agi,  nee  de  dolo  actionem :  et  sane  non  debet  habere,  si  non 
animo  vicino  nocendi,  sed  suum  agrum  meliorem  faciendi  id 
fecit.''  Dig.  lib.  39,  tit.  iii.,  s.  12.  And,  in  the  39th  book 
of  the  Digest,  tit.  iii.,  s.  21,  there  is  another  passage,  which 
is  the  same  way.  It  is  as  follows: — "  Si  in  meo  aqua  erum- 
pat,  quae  ex  tuo  fundo  venas  habeat;  si  eas  venas  incideris, 
et  ob  id  desierit  ad  me  aqua  pervenire,  tu  non  videris  vi 
fccisse,  si  nulla  servitus  mihi  eo  nomine  debita  fuerit,  nee 
interdicto  quod  vi  aut  clam  teneris.''  And  here  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  there  is  no  servitiis.  There  is  also  another 
passage  in  the  Code  {a),  lib.  iii.,  tit.  34,  "  De  Servitutibus 
et  Aqua,''  s,  10 : — "Si  ibi  servitutem  aquas  [ducendae]  deberi 
Prseses  animadverterit,  nee  hac  te  non  utentem  spatio 
temporis  amisisse  perspexerit,  uti  te  iterum  jure  proprio 
providebit.  Nam  si  hoc  minime  probetur,  loco  proprio 
facto  opere,  dominus  fundi  continere  aquam,  et  facere,  quo 
minus  ager  tuns  irrigari  possit,  non  prohibetur."  And, 
in  section  12,  of  the  same  title,  "  non  modus  pncdiorum, 
sed  servitus  aquas  ducendae  terminum  facit."  The  doc- 
trine and  principles  of  the  civil  law,  therefore,  are  alto- 
gether in  favour  of  the  defendants. 

It  may  be  admitted  that  a  man  has  a  right  to  use  the 
water  of  a  running  stream  on  his  own  land,  when  it  comes 
there  in  its  natural  course,  in  any  way  he  pleases,  so  as 
not  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of  others;  but  the  question 
here  is,  has  he  a  prim&  facie  right  to  have  it  retained  there 
in  the  absence  of  prescription,  or  grant,  or  equivalen 
user  ?  It  is  submitted  he  cannot  have  such  a  right  to  thi 
water  of  a  running  stream  any  more  than  to  that  of  ligh 
and  air.     All  the  cases  on  this  subject  were  fully  gon« 

(a)  Corpus  Jur.  Civilis,  torn.  2;  Cod.,  lib.  iii.,  tit.  xxxiv. 
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into  in  the  case  of  Magor  v.  Chadwick  (a).     In  that  case  it  f^ch.  Chamber, 
was  held,  that  an  artificial  watercourse  was   not  distin-  '   ^ 

giiished  in  law  from  a  natural  one,  and  that  a  title  might        Acton 
be   gained  by  twenty  years^  user,  as  well  to  the  former  as     Blundbll. 
the  latter;  and  that  where  mine  owners  had  made  an  adit 
through  their  lands  to  drain  the  mine,  which  they  after- 
wards ceased  to  work,  and    the  owner  of  a   brewery, 
thjpough  whose  premises  the  water  flowed  for  twenty  years 
A^r  the  working  had  ceased,  had  during  that  time  used 
It  for  brewing,  that  the  owner  of  the  brewery  thereby 
gained  a  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  water,  and  that  the 
ii^ines  could  not  afterwards  be  so  worked  as  to  pollute  it. 
-But  in  that  case  there  had  been  a  user  for  twenty  years, 
Without  which  it  was  not  pretended  such  a  right  could  be 
^^med.     The  right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  could  only 
depend  upon  there  having  been  a  user  for  a  period  of  more 
^hau   twenty  years,  and  here  it  is  clearly  admitted  none 
auch  existed.     Suppose  the  water  to  be  retained  in  a  re- 
^utly  made  well  from  the  circumstance  of  its  being  sup- 
P^ited  and  backed  up  by  a  rib  of  clay  in  the  land  of  an 
^"joining  proprietor,  and  the  latter  to  take  away  the  rib 
^*  ^lay,  so  that  the  water  flowed  off  from  the  well,  the  pro- 
P'^etor  of  the  well  could  not  maintain  any  action,  because 
^   had  acquired  no  right  to  the  support  of  the  adjoining 
^^*^^*     In  Partridge  v.  Scott  (i),  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  party 
^*^  a  house  on  his  own  land,  which  has  previously  been 
^^vated  to  its  extremity  for  mining  purposes,  he  does 

.    ^^    acquire  a  right  to  support  for  the  house  from  the  ad- 
*^ing  land  of  another,  at  least  until  twenty  years  have 

^^^^t^^ed  since  the  house  first  stood  on  excavated  land,  and 

in  part  supported  by  the  adjoining  land,  so  that  a 

it  by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  of  such  right  to 

^    t^;^rt  might  be  inferred.     In  that  case,  Alderson,  B.,  in 
Leering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  '^Bights  of 

Co)  11  Ad*  &  EIL  571 ;  3  Per.  &  D.  367.  (b)  3  M.  &  W.  220. 
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passsi.ge : — "  Item  [servittites]  pertenire  poterunt  sine  eon-  ^'c*.  chamber. 


stitiE^ione  per  longum  usum  continuum  et  paoificum>  et  '  ^ 

non    xsterruptum  per  aliquod  impedimentum  contrarium,        Actow 
ex  psttienti&  inter  pr^esentes  quae  trahitur  ad  consensum.      Blundkll. 
Et  t&xide  licet  servitus  expresse  non  imponatur  vel  consti- 
tiiat\:ur  de  voluntate  dominorum^  tamen  si  quis  usus  fherit 
per  «Qiqikod  tempus  pacified  sine  aliqu&  interruptione^  nee 
Ti^nec  clam^  nee  precario,  quod  idem  est  quod  de  gratid^  ad 
n^xis  sine  juditio  disseysiri  non  potest :  quia  si  violentia 
sdkibeatur,  nunquam  erit  jus  disseysitoris^  propter  temporis 
diuturnitatem^  nisi  per  negligentiam  ipsius  qui  yim  patitur 
^  longft  et  pacified  et  continue  possessione  inter  prsesentes^ 
"^cna  inter  absentes^  et  talis  seysina  multipliciter  poterit 
^termmpi.    Si  autem  fuerit  seysina  clamdestina^  s.  in  ab- 
^iiti&  dominomm  yel  iliis  ignorantibus^  et  si  scirent  essent 
P^Ubituri^  licet  boc  fiat  de  consensu,  vel  dissimulatione 
^^vorum,  valere  non  debet/'    There  is  also  another  pas- 
^^ge  in  folio  232: — "  Et  sicut  poterit  quis  habere  servitutem 
^  Amdo  vicini  si  constituatur,  ita  poterit  etiam  per  longum 
^^^nm  sine  constitutione  ex  scientid  et  patentid  dominorum, 
^nia  longa  patientia  trahitur  ad  consensum^  sicut  in  com- 
^nnibns  pasturis  et  hujusmodi/'    These  passages  shew 
tiearly  that  easements  and  rights  of  this  kind  cannot  be 
ncqnired  by  secret  usage.    The  usage  must  be  ex  scientift 
et  patienti&  dominomm.     So  also  the  courts  in  construing 
the  term  user^  under  the  late  act^  have  said  that  it  must  be 
open  and  notorious.    The  passage  cited  from  Blackstone's 
Commentaries  only  shews  a  right  to  use  the  water  whilst 
it  is  on  his  own  land^  which  is  not  denied.     The  case  of 
Bmy  V.  Ptgoti^  the  best  report  of  which  is  that  in  Pop- 
ham  166,  only  decides  that  the  right  to  a  watercourse  is 
not  extinguished  by  unity  of  possession.     There  the  water 
had  flowed  time  of  mind^  and  there  was^  therefore^  a  right 
existing  by  prescription  or  grant.     [Maule,  J. — It  shews 
that^  if  a  right  was  acquired  from  adverse  enjoyment,  the 
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amber,  unity  of  possessioD  would  not  have  extinguiahed 
„^     case  of  Broum  v.  Beat  {a)y  was  a  case  where  the 
^^       estabUshed  by  length  of  time  j  therefore  it  has 
DILL,     do  with  the  present  one.     So^  in  Babian  v.  i 
there  had  been  twenty  years'  uninterrupted  enj 
the  water  flowing  on  the  surface  of  the  ground, 
ginal  note  is  ^^  qfter  twenty  year^  uninterrupted 
of  a  spring  of  water,  an  absolute  right  to  it  is 
the  occupier  of  the  close  in  which  it  issues  abo 
and  the  owner  of  an  adjoining  close  cannot  hiw 
drain  whereby  the  supply  of  water  to  the  sprin 
nished.^'     That  is  a  proposition  which  the  defei 
not  interested  in  denying,  but  the  contrary.  Itii 
there  is  no  evidence  apparent  in  the  case  to  a 
right  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaratioi 
could  be  acquired  by  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  ti 
a  single  day  only  before  the  defendants  sunk  thd 
that  length  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  phi^ 
go  in  order  to  support  his  action. 

Cowling,  in  reply. — The  argument  on  the  pai 
fendants  appears  to  assume  that  the  plaintiff 
servitude   having  been  acquired  or  a  prior 
Neither  of  which  is  the  case,  but  the  questior 
to  be  the  same  whether  the  well  or  the  pit 
recent,  provided  the  mine  owner  has  not  hir 
servitude.    According  to  the  defendants'  a 
doubtful  whether  the  plaintiff  could  by  any 
acquire  a  servitude,  however  ancient  his 
might  have  been,  which  appears  an  extraordi 
for  the  Court  to  arrive  at.     It  has  not  b 
there  is  or  ought  to  be  any  distinction  bet 
and  underground  streams  in  respect  of  thf 

(a)  1  Wila.  174.  (b) 
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the  Court ;  nor  has  any  answer  been  given  to  the  incon-  ^J«^-  Chamber, 
venioxices  pointed  ont  as  resulting  from  a  decision  in  favour  ^ 

of  tb.e  defendants.     The  extracts  from  the  civil  law  are,  at        Acton 
the  xxiost,  conflicting ;  but  probably  they  are  reconcilable     Blundell. 
in  the  manner  before  mentioned,  that,  when  the  Roman 
lawyers  speak  of  cutting  off  veins  of  water,  they  are  allud- 
ing solely  to  the  doing  so  for  occupation  purposes,  which 
the  plaintiff  does  not  dispute  to  be  allowable.     This  would 
Mem   to  receive   confirmation  from  the  language  used, 
"irrigari  possit,''  in  the  extract  from  the  Code,  lib.  3.     The 
opinion  of  Bracton  was  under  the  consideration  of  JV/iii- 
^k,  J.,  and  commented  on  by  him  in  Sury  v.  Pigott, 
^^gm  V.  Chadtcick,  if  it  has  any  bearing  on  the  case,  tends 
*o  shew  that  there  is  no  difference  between  natural  or  arti- 
ficial, surface  or  subterraneous,  watercourses.     Balston  v. 
-^^»i*/erf  proves  that  the  defendant  cannot  claim  any  peculiar 
P'^vilege  on  account  of  carrying  on  mining  operations, 
Unless  he  can  establish  that  there  is  some  substantial  dif- 
ference in  this  respect  between  a  mine  and  a  quarry. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — The  question  raised  before  us  on  this 

^ill  of  exceptions  is'  one  of  equal  novelty  and  importance. 

THe  plaintiff  below,  who  is  also  the  plaintiff  in  error,  in 

Ms  action  on  the  case,  declared  in  the  first  count  for  the 

disturbance  of  his  right  to  the  water  of  certain  under- 

ff'^^^'md  fprinffs,  streams,  and  watercourses^  which,  as  he  al- 

*®6'ed,  ought  of  right  to  run,  flow,  and  percolate  into  the 

^^^•es  of  the  plaintiff,  for  supplying   certain  mills  with 

'^ater;  and  in  the  second  count  for  the  draining  off  the 

*te^i  of  a  certain  spring  or  well  of  water  in  a  certain  close 

^^c  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  which  close, 

^^  alleged,  he  ought  of  right  to  have  the  use,  benefit. 
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Exek,  Chambir,  aud  enjoyment  of  the  water  of  the  sftid  iprmg  or  wdl  fior 


-    /^   -     the  convenient  use  of  his  close.    The  defbndanta  by  their 
AcTOM        pleas  traversed  the  rights  in  the  manner  alleged  in  those 

Blumabjli..  counts  respectively.  At  the  trial  the  plaintiir  proved,  that, 
within  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  snifti 
viz.  in  the  latter  end  of  1821^  a  former  owner  and  occapier 
of  certain  land  and  a  cotton-mill,  now  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  had  sunk  and  made  in  such  land  a  well  for  raising 
water  for  the  working  of  the  mill ;  and  that  the  defendanti^ 
in  the  year  1837,  had  sunk  a  coal-pit  in  the  land  of  one  of 
the  defendants  at  about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the 
plaintiff's  weU,  and  about  three  years  after  sunk  a  second 
at  a  somewhat  less  distance;  the  consequence  of  whidi 
sinkings  was,  that,  by  the  first,  the  supply  of  water  was 
considerably  diminished,  and  by  the  second  was  rendered 
altogether  insufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  milL  The 
learned  Judge  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  directed 
the  jury,  that,  if  the  defendants  had  proceeded  and  acted 
in  the  usual  and  proper  manner  on  the  land,  for  the  purpose 
of  working  and  winning  a  coal-mine  therein,  they  might 
lawfully  do  so,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  evidence  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  the  allegations  in  his  declaration 
traversed  by  the  second  and  third  pleas.  Against  this 
tion  of  the  Judge  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  tendered  thi 
bill  of  exceptions  which  has  been  argued  before  ns.  Ani 
after  hearing  such  argument,  and  consideration  of  the 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judf 
was  correct  in  point  of  law. 

The  question  argued  before  us  has  been  in  substan^^ 
this :  whether  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  an  nndergro* 
spring,  or  of  a  well  supplied  by  such  underground 
is  governed  by  the  same  rule  of  law  as  that  which  appli 
to,  and  regulates,  a  watercourse  flowing  on  the  surface. 

The  rule  of  law  which  governs  the  enjoyment  of  a  strei 
flowing  in  its  natural  course  over  the  surGEtce  of  land  1 
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loQging  to  different  proprietors  is  well  established ;  each  Exch,  Chamber, 

proprietor  of  the  land  has  a  right  to  the  advantage  of  the  ^  '  ^ 

stream  flowing  in  its  natural  course  over  his  laud,  to  use        Acton 

the  same  as  he  pleases,  for  any  purposes  of  his  own,  not     Btyj^rosLL. 

inconsistent  with  a  similar  right  in  the  proprietors  of  the 

Isiid  above  or  below ;  so  that,  neither  can  any  proprietor 

aboFe  diminish  the  quantity  or  injure  the  quality  of  the 

water  which  would  otherwise  naturally  descend,  nor  can 

uiy  proprietor  below  throw  back  the  water  without  the 

liceaae  or  the  grant  of  the  proprietor  above.    The  law  is 

laid  down  in  those  precise  terms  by  the  Court  of  King^s 

Bench  in  the  case  of  Mason  v.  HiU  (a),  and  substantially  is 

declared  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  the  case  of  Wright  v. 

Howard  (6),  and  such  we  consider  a  correct  exposition  of 

the  law.  And  if  the  right  to  the  enjoyment  of  underground 

springs,  or  to  a  well  supplied  thereby,  is  to  be  governed  by 

^  same  law,  then  undoubtedly  the  defendants  could  not 

justify  the  sinking  of  the  coal-pits,  and  the  direction  given 

^J  the  learned  Judge  would  be  wrong. 

But  we  think,  on  considering  the  grounds  and  origin  of 
^  law  which  is  held  to  govern  running  streams,  the  ^con- 
^Uences  which  would  result  if  the  same  law  is  made  ap- 
plicable to  springs  beneath  the  surface,  and,  lastly,  the 
^^tfaorities  to  be  found  in  the  books,  so  far  as  any  inference 
^^^^  be  drawn  from  them  bearing  on  the  point  now  under 
^^^tission,  that  there  is  a  marked  and  substantial  differ- 
®*^^^  between  the  two  cases,  and  that  they  are  not  to  be 
®^^«rned  by  the  same  rule  of  law. 

^he  ground  and  origin  of  the  law  which  governs  streams 
^ning  in  their  natural  course  would  seem  to  be  this,  that 
^^^  right  enjoyed  by  the  several  proprietors  of  the  lands 
^•^r  which  they  flow  is,  and  always  has  been,  public  and  no- 
Lous :  that  the  enjoyment  has  been  long  continued — ^in 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  1;  2  Nev.  &  M.  747.  (6)  1  S.  &  S.  190. 
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Esch,  Chamber,  ordinary  cases^  indeed^  time  out  of  mind — and  iminterro]^ 
^  ed;  each  man  knowing  what  he  receives  and  what  has  ahr%| 
Acton  been  received  from  the  higher  lands^  and  what  he  transmits 
Blunokll.  and  what  has  always  been  transmitted  to  the  lower.  Tte 
rule^  therefore^  either  assumes  for  its  foundation  the  implied 
assent  and  agreement  of  the  proprietors  of  the  different 
lands  from  all  ages^  or  perhaps  it  may  be  considered  as  8 
rule  of  positive  law,  (which  would  seem  to  be  the  opinion 
of  Fleta  and  of  Blackstone),  the  origin  of  which  is  lost  by  the 
progress  of  time ;  or  it  may  not  be  unfitly  treated,  as  Udd 
down  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of 
Tyler  v.  Wilkinson,  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States  («), 
as  ''an  incident  to  the  land;  and  that  whoever  seeks  tofbimd 
an  exclusive  use  must  establish  a  rightful  appropriation  m 
some  manner  known  and  admitted  by  the  law.*'  But  in 
the  case  of  a  well  sunk  by  a  proprietor  in  his  own  land,  the 
water  which  feeds  it  from  a  neighbouring  soil  does  not; 
flow  openly  in  the  sight  of  the  neighbouring  proprietor,  bit 
through  the  hidden  veins  of  the  earth  beneath  its  sur&oe: 
no  man  can  tell  what  changes  these  underground  sonreei 
have  undergone  in  the  progress  of  time :  it  may  well  he, 
that  it  is  only  yesterday's  date,  that  they  first  took  flie 
course  and  direction  which  enabled  them  to  supply  tte 
well :  again,  no  proprietor  knows  what  portion  of  water  ii 
taken  from  beneath  his  own  soil :  how  much  he  gives  on- 
ginally,  or  how  much  he  transmits  only,  or  how  much  te 
receives :  on  the  contrary,  until  the  well  is  sunk,  and  the 
water  collected  by  draining  into  it,  there  cannot  propeily 
be  said,  with  reference  to  the  well,  to  be  any  flow  of  watier 
at  all.  In  the  case,  therefore,  of  the  well,  there  can  be  so 
ground  for  implying  any  mutual  consent  or  agreement,  fir 
ages  past,  between  the  owners  of  the  several  lands  benesA 
which  the  underground  springs  may  exist,  which  is  onerf 

(fl)  4  Mason's  (American)  Reports,  401. 
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th^  fimndations  on  which  the  law  as  to  running  streams  is  ^'ck.  Chamber, 
Bimpposed  to  be  built  j  nor,  for  the  same  reason,  can  any  *  ^ 

trs^ce  of  a  positive  law  be  inferred  from  long-continued  ac-        Acton 
qcaxescence  and  submission,  whilst  the  rery  existence  of     Blundell. 
tlm^^  imderground  springs  or  of  the  well  may  be  unknown  to 
tlm0  proprietors  of  the  soil. 

Xut  the  difference  between  the  two  cases  with  respect  to 
ilmie  OQnsequenoes,  if  the  same  law  is  to  be  applied  to  both, 
is  still  more  iqyparent.  In  the  case  of  the  running  stream, 
the  owner  of  the  soil  merely  transmits  the  water  over  its 
sorfiioe :  he  receives  as  much  from  his  higher  neighbour  as 
be  sends  down  to  his  neighbour  below :  he  is  neither  better 
nor  worse :  the  level  of  the  water  remains  the  same.  But  if 
the  man  who  sinks  the  weU  in  his  own  land  can  acquire  by 
thst  act  an  absolute  and  indefeasible  right  to  the  water 
that  collects  in  it,  he  has  the  power  of  preventing  his 
Beighbour  from  making  any  use  of  the  spring  in  his  own 
loil  which  shall  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  welL 
H^  his  the  power,  still  further,  of  debarring  the  owner  of 
the  hold  in  which  the  spring  is  first  found,  or  through 
which  it  is  transmitted,  from  draining  his  land  for  the 
7^  POper  cultivation  of  the  soil :  and  thus,  by  an  act  which  is 
^  ^tmtary  on  his  part,  and  which  may  be  entirely  unsus- 
,^  pccted  by  his  neighbour,  he  may  impose  on  such  neigh« 
^.  hwnpthe  necessity  of  bearing  a  heavy  expense,  if  the  latter 
^  erected  machineiy  for  the  purposes  of  mining,  and 


i 


£: 


^''^ers,  when  too  late,  that  the  appropriation  of  the  water 

''^  already  been  made.     Further,  the  advantage  on  one 

^1  a^  the  detriment  to  the  other,  may  bear  no  propor- 

7^*  Hie  well  may  be  sunk  to  suj^ly  a  cottage,  or  a  drink- 

'"Sidaee  for  cattle ;  whilst  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land 

l^be  prevented  from  winning  metals  and  minerals  of 

^^^^imable  valae.    And,  lastly,  there  is  no  limit  of  space 

^*^  which  the  claim  of  right  to  an  underground  spring 

^  ^  oonfined :  in  the  present  case,  the  nearest  coal-pit 

^^l*.  XII.  A  A  M.  w. 
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A.  Chamber,  is  at  the  distance  of  half  a  mile  firom  the  well :  it  is  obvioiu 
'  ^     the  law  must  equally  apply  if  there  is  an  intenral  of  many 
AcTOM        miles. 
BLvnDELL.         Considering,  therefore,  the  state  of  drcamstancea  upon 
which  the  law  is  grounded  in  the  one  case  to  be  entirely 
dissimilar  from  those  which  exist  in  the  other;  and  that 
the  application  of  the  same  rule  to  both  would  lead,  in 
many  cases,  to  consequences  at  once  unreasonable  and 
unjust ;  we  feel  ourselves  warranted  in  holding,  upon  prin- 
ciple, that  the  case  now  imder  discussion  does  not  fidl 
within  the  rule  which  obtains  as  to  sur&ce  streama,  nor  is 
it  to  be  governed  by  analogy  therewith. 

No  case  has  been  cited  on  either  side  bearing  directly 
on  the  subject  in  dispute.     The  case  of  Cooper  v.  Barber  («), 
which  approaches  the  nearest  to  it,  seems  to  make  against 
the  proposition  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff.     In  that 
case  the  defendant  had  for  many  years  penned  back  i^ 
stream  for  the  purpose  of  irrigation,  in  conseqnoioe 
which  the  water  had  percolated  through  a  porous 
gravelly  soil  into  the  plaintiff's  land :  but  aa  this  p^nxdm* 
tion  had  been  insensible,  and  imknown  by  the  plaintiff 
until  the  land  was  applied  for  building  purposes,  the  Gnui 
held,  that  the  defendant  had  gained  no  right  thereby,  so  ai 
to  justify  its  continuance.  The  case  of  Partridge  ▼•  Scoii  (i) 
is  an  authority  to  shew,  that  a  man,  by  building  a  haam 
on  the  extremity  of  his  own  land,  does  not  thereby  acquiis 
any  right  of  easement,  for  support  or  otherwise,  over  As 
adjoining  land  of  his  neighbour.     It  is  said  in  that 
''  he  has  no  right  to  load  his  own  soil,  so  as  to  make  it 
quire  the  support  of  that  of  his  neighbour,  unless  he  has  wamB 
grant  to  that  effect.''    It  must  follow,  by  parity  of  leaion 
that,  if  he  digs  a  well  in  his  own  land  so  close  to  the  soil  a 
his  neighbour,  as  to  require  the  support  of  a  rib  of  dqr  or 

(a)  5  Taunt  99.  (b)  3  M.  ft  W.  330. 
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of  stone  in  his  neighbour's  land  to  retain  the  water  in  the  Exch,  Chamber, 
^ell,  no  action  would  Ke  against  the  owner  of  the  adjacent    .   ^^^'  . 
«*xi.d  for  digging  away  such  clajr  or  stone^  which  is  his  own        Acton 
pxxiperty,  and  thereby  letting  out  the  water ;  and  it  would     Blundbll. 
^^em  to  make  no  difference  as  to  the  legal  rights  of  the 
P^^es^  if  the  well  stands  some  distance  within  the  plaintiff's 
boimdary^  and  the  digging  by  the  defendant^  which  occa- 
«^Oiis  the  water  to  flow  from  the  well,  is  some  distance 
^'^^.'thin  the  defendant's  boundary ;  which  is,  in  substance, 
^*^^  very  case  before  us. 

The  Boman  law  forms  no  rule,  binding  in  itself,  upon 
-^^  subjects  of  these  realms ;  but,  in  deciding  a  case  upon 
^'^inciple,  where  no  direct  authority  can  be  cited  from  our 
^^^ks,  it  affords  no  small  eyidence  of  the  soundness  of  the 
^■^todusion  at  which  we  have  arrived,  if  it  proves  to  be  sup- 
^Drted  by  that  law,  the  fruit  of  the  researches  of  the  most 
^^amed  men,  the  collective  wisdom  of  ages  and  the  ground- 
work of  the  municipal  law  of  most  of  the  countries  in 
Europe. 

The  authority  of  one  at  least  of  the  learned  Roman 

lawyers  appears  decisive  upon  the  point  in  favour  of  the 

defendants ;  of  some  others  the  opinion  is  expressed  with 

more  obscurity.     In  the  Digest,  lib.  39,  tit.  3,  De  sequa  et 

aquse  pluvise  arcandae,  s.  12,  "  Denique  Marcellus  scribit. 

Cum  eo^  qui  in  suo  fodiens,  vicini  fontem  avertit,  nihil  posse 

agi:  nee  de  dolo  actionem,  et  sane  non  debet  habere;  si 

ii<m  animo  vicini  nocendi,  sed  suum  agrum  meliorem  faci- 

endi,  id  fecit.'' 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say,  that  we  intimate  no 
^^piiiion  whatever  as  to  what  might  be  the  rule  of  law,  if 
^^le  had  been  an  uninterrupted  user  of  the  right  for  more 
«*iUi  the  last  twenty  years ;  but,  confining  ourselves  strictly 
^  tte  fieu^ts  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  we  think  the 
P^^^^«ent  case,  for  the  reasons  above  given,  is  not  to  be 
8^^^emed  by  the  law  which  applies  to  rivers  and  flowing 


354  CASES    IN   THE    EXCHEQUER   CHAMBER. 

Exch,  Chamber,  streams^  but  that  it  ratlier  falls  witlim  that  principle^  whic^ 

1843  • 

'  .     gives  to  the  owner  of  the  soil  all  that  lies  beneath  his  su^ 
AcTox        face;  that  the  land  immediately  below  is  hia  proper^ 
Blundsll.     whether  it  is  soUd  rock^  or  porous  ground^  or  Tenons  ear^ 
or  part  soil^  part  water;  that  the  person  who  owns  the  avj 
face  may  dig  therein^  and  apply  all  that  is  there  found  to 
his  own  purposes  at  his  free  will  and  pleasure ;  and  thai 
if^  in  the  exercise  of  such  rights  he  intercepts  or  drains  off 
the  water  collected  from  underground  springs  in  his  neigli- 
bour's  well,  this  inconyenience  to  his  neighbour  falls  within 
the  description  of  damnum  absque  injunfi,  which  cannot 
become  the  ground  of  an  action. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  direction  given  by  the  leamd 
judge  at  the  trial  was  correct,  and  that  the  judgment 
already  given  for  the  defendants  in  the  Court  below  mot 
be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OP  LORDS.  n^rfurd*, 

1843. 

{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber). 


Rutland  v.  Doe  rf.  Wythe  and  Others. 
A  He  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  having  reversed  the  A  testator  by 

t*!^  1.     i»    t      r>t  i»-r^t  ,       m  ,  h**  will  em- 

jaogment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  m  this  case  (a),  a  wnt  powered  his 

^  error  to  the  House  of  Lords  was  brought  by  the  defend-  of  rlaTesute  * 

^^t  below,  which  was  argued  on  the  14th  and  15th  of  June,  \^^^^^"}ll^  '""^ 

1842,  by  the  Solicitor- General  (Sir  W.  W.  Follett)  and  R.  twemy^one 

^«  Hichards,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  by  Pemberton  upon 'such  lease 

•*id  Bigg8  Andrews,  for  the  defendants  in  error  (A).  lervedTnd '"" 

made  payable, 
during  the  con- 

Their  Lordships  submitted  the  following  question  to  the  t»p"ance  there- 

•    J  ^  °  ^  of,  the  best  im- 

juctges  present : — ^Whether  the  lease  of  the  14th  of  De-  proved  yearly 
^*^ber,  1833,  was  a  valid  execution  of  the  leasing  power  reasonably  be 
«i^en  by  the  will  of  Benoni  Mallett.  ^*^  ^°'"  '^Z    , 

^  same,  without 

taking  any  sum 
or  sums  of 

The  learned  judges  differed  in  opinion,  and  on  the  19th  money  by  way 

of  fine  or  in- 
come for  or  in 
^P^ct  of  such  lease  or  leases,  and  that  in  every  such  lease  there  should  be  contained  a  clause 
*"<t-entry  for  non-payment."     In  exercise  of  this  power,  a  lease  was  made  for  twenty-one 
^^v^s,  to  hold  from  the  11th  of  October,  1833,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  i/903,  payable  by  equal 
.|*"''- yearly  payments,  vis.  on  the  6lh  April  and  on  the  11th  of  October  in  every  year,  except 
^^  last  half-year's  rent,  which  was  thereby  reserred  and  agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  lit  of  August 
hffort  the  determination  of  the  term  :~- 


P       ^  :  reverting  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  affirming  that  of  the  Court  of 
^^^bequcr. 

C«)  See  2  M.  &  W.  661  ;  5  M.         (6)  See  the  arguments  stated  at 
^  ^.688.  length,  10  CI.  &  Fin. 
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CASE  IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS^ 


House  of  Lords,  of  Juiie^  1843^  dellirered  their  jodgments   seriatim^   as 

1843.  /.  n 

follows : — 


WiGHTMAN^  J. — My  Lords^  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
lease  set  out  in  the  special  verdict  is  a  good  execution  of  the 
power  of  leasing  contained  in  the  will  of  Benoni  Mallett. 

The  power  enables  the  devisee  for  life  to  grant  leases  fw 
any  number  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty-one^  in  posses- 
sion^ and  not  in  reversion^  remainder^  or  expectancy^  ''so 
as  upon  every  such  lease  there  be  reserved  and  made  pay- 
able during  the  continuance  thereof  the  best  improved 
yearly  rent  that  can  be  had  for  the  same^  without  taking 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or 
in  respect  of  such  lease  or  leases^  and  that  in  every  such 
lease  there  be  contained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-pay- 
ment of  the  rent  reserved/' 

The  lease  in  question  is  for  twenty-one  years^  from  the 
11th  of  October^  1833^  yielding  and  paying  to  the  te 
for  life  and  his  assigns  during  such  part  of  the  term  as 
shall  live^  and  after  his  decease  to  the  person  entitled 
the  reversion^  the  yearly  rent  of  £903^  by  equal  haft^ 
yearly  payments^  on  the  6th  of  April  and  the  11th  of  (^cv 
tober  in  every  year,  by  equal  portions^  except  the  Imst 
half-yearns  rent^  which  was  thereby  reserved  and  agreed  to 
be  paid  on  the  1st  day  of  August  next  before  the  detenm- 
nation  of  the  said  term^  with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  if  tbe 
rent  should  be  unpaid  for  forty-two  days  next  after  any  of 
the  days  whereon  the  same  was  reserved. 

The  jury  have  found  that  the  rent  reserved  was  the  best 
improved  yearly  rent  that  could  reasonably  be  had  for  the 
same^  and  the  lease  would  appear  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  power  literally.  It  is  a  lease  in  possession  for 
not  more  than  twenty-one  years;  there  is  reserved  and  made 
payable,  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease,  the  best  im- 
proved yearly  rent;  no  sum  of  money  appears  to  have  been 
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taken  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect  of  the  Soust  of  Lm'ds, 
lease;  and  there  is  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of        ^^^* 
rent. 

As  no  point  was  taken  upon  the  argument  with  respect  to 
the  clause  for  re-entry,  Ithink  it  unnecessary  to  trouble  your 
Lordships  with  any  observation  with  respect  to  it.  But  it 
is  said,  that  the  provision  in  the  power,  that  the  best  yearly 
rent  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  continuance 
of  the  lease,  is  not  fulfilled  by  a  yearly  rent  made  payable 
in  each  year  during  the  term  for  the  whole  of  such  year, 
but  that  the  rent  must  be  reserved  equally  throughout  and 
during  the  continuance  of  the  whole  term  and  every  part 
of  the  term,  so  that  up  to  the  last  moment  of  the  term 
rent  should  be  payable  by  the  tenant,  and  that,  at  whatever 
period  of  the  year  before  its  conclusion  the  remainder- 
man might  come  into  possession,  he  ought  to  be  enti- 
tled to  receive  rent  from  the  tenant  for  his  subsequent 
occupation. 

Whatever  arbitrary  terms  the  grantor  of  the  power  may 
impose  upon  the  party  executing  it,  or  however  absurd  or 
unreasonable  they  may  appear  to  be,  they  must  be  fulfilled; 
as  if  it  were  required  that  the  lease  should  be  witnessed 
by  persons  of  a  particular  stature,  or  written  upon  paper 
of  a  particular  colour ;  but  when  the  party  by  whom  the 
power  is  to  be  executed  is  not  restrained  by  the  express 
terms  of  it^  there  are  no  conditions  to  be  added  by  impli- 
cation, except  such  as  are  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the 
conditions  that  are  expressed. 

In  the  present  case,  the  rent  reserved  is  a  yearly  rent 
payable  in  respect  of  the  whole  of  each  year,  and  is  paya- 
ble in  each  year:  that  fulfils  the  express  conditions  of  the 
power.  But  it  is  contended,  that  there  is  an  implied  con- 
dition, for  the  benefit  of  the  remainderman,  that  the  rents 
ahould  not  only  be  made  payable  during  the  year,  but  pro- 
portionably  during  every  part  of  the  year,  up  to  the  last 
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HouM  <if  Lords,  moment^  lest  the  remainderman  should  bj  p 
iCMo.  himself  in  possession  of  the  estate  at  a  period 
rent  for  the  current  year  has  been  paid  up  fa 
but  do  the  express  conditions  of  the  power 
such  an  implied  condition  is  necessary  in  o 
theroj  or  the  testator's  intentions  to  be  gi 
them^  into  effect? 

The  testator  seems  to  hare  had  no  further 
interest  of  the  remainderman^  than  that  the 
be  let  at  the  best  yearly  rent^  and  that  no  i 
taken  for  the  grant  of  the  term  generally^ 
have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  yearly  rent; 
for  the  payment  of  the  rent  in  each  year  he 
to  the  discretion  of  the  grantee  of  the  power 

HaSj  then^  the  grantee  of  the  power  exercia 
tion  left  to  him^  as  to  the  times  of  payment  < 
the  year,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  contravei 
conditions,  or  the  intent  of  the  testator  i 
from  them? 

The  discretion  is  to  be  exercised  by  thi 
time  he  grants  the  lease  for  twenty -one  y« 
to  be  restrained  at  all,  it  must  be  by  c 
what,  upon  the  whole,  is  most  beneficia 
ties,  tenant  for  life  and  remainderman 
be  assumed  that  the  grantor  had  grea 
interest  of  the  remainderman  than  of  ^ 
There  is  an  obvious  advantage  and  eo 
ing  the  last  half-year's  rent  payable  ht 
term.     The  remedy  by  distress  is  p 
available  at  a  period  of  the  year  vei 
landlord,  and  effect  is  given  to  the 
and  if   the  remainderman  came   ir 
period  of  the  term  before  the  1st 
year,  he  would  derive  great  advaiit 
reservation;    but  the  remaiuderm? 
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come  into  possession  until  after  the  1st  of  August  in  the  ff<mt9  of  Lordi, 
last  year,  and  from  that  time  until  the  11th  of  October 
there  would  be  an  interval  during  which  no  rent  would  be 
payable  by  the  tenant. 

Without  stopping  to  inquire  whether  the  remainderman 
might  or  might  not  in  such  a  case  have  some  remedy 
against  the  representatives  of  the  tenant  for  life,  to  reco- 
ver his  proportion  of  the  last  year's  rent,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  possibility  of  such  a  state  of  things  could  only  be  pre- 
vented by  making  the  last  half-year's  rent  payable  at  the 
^d  of  the  term,  which  would  have  the  effect  of  depriving 
the  landlord,  whether  tenant  for  life  or  remainderman,  of 
the  remedy  by  distress,  a  most  important  circumstance  to 
^  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the  question, 
whether  the  reservation  of  the  last  half-year's  rent  in  the 
■**nner  in  which  it  is  reserved,  is,  or  is  not,  most  bene- 
"Cial  for  both  parties,  upon  a  general  view  of  their  respec- 
^^e  interests. 

Bat  it  is  said,  that,  if  once  the  principle  of  reserving  the 

^^^t  payable  at  any  time  of  the  year  be  admitted,  it  might 

'^^▼e  been  made  payable  at  the  beginning  of  each  year.     I 

fc^ve  already  observed  upon  the  extent  to  which  the  grantor 

rf  the  power  has  thought  it  necessary  by  the  terms  of  it  to 

guard  the  interests  of  the  remainderman,  and  it  appears  to 

Dae  that  such  a  reservation  would  be  within  the  terms  of  the 

power.    But  it  may  be,  though  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  it 

Would  be,  considered  that  such  a  reservation,  though  within 

the  terms  of  the  power,  was  in  effect  a  fraud  upon  it.     In 

the  present  case  no  fraud  is  suggested.  It  is  agreed  that  the 

**»»e  18  a  perfectly  fair  one;   and  the  only  question  is, 

whether  it  is  within  the  terms  of  the  power. 

'*^  the  course  of  the  argument,  two  cases  were  cited  and 

"Gel  upon  by  the  defendant  in  error,  both  of  which  arc 
*'^inguishable.     In  Doe  v.  Giffard  {a),  no  rent  at  all  was 


(a)  Cited  in  5  a  &  Aid.  »7l. 
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Jioute  of  Lords,  resenred  for  half  a  year  of  the  term;  the  lease  was  for 

twenty-one  years,  and  rent  was  reserved  for  twenty  years 
and  a  half,  nnder  a  power  requiring  the  best  yearly  rent  to 
be  reserved :  the  lease,  therefore,  was  clearly  not  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  power. 

In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Morse  (a),  (which  was  most  relied 
upon),  the  power  required  that  there  should  be  reserved 
by  half-yearly  payments  the  best  rent  that  could  be  ob- 
tained. The  lease  was  to  hold  from  the  4th  of  January; 
and  the  rent  was  made  payable  on  the  1st  of  May  and 
29th  of  September.  This,  clearly,  was  not  according  to 
the  power,  which  required  the  rent  to  be  payable  half- 
yearly.  Mr.  Baron  Bay  ley,  in  giving  his  judgment  upo: 
that  case,  says,  ''  That  cannot  be  considered  the  best  yearl 
rent  which  is  not  reserved  at  the  conclusion  of  the  year;**** 

but  that  very  learned  judge  seems  to  have  overlooked  th 

disadvantage  arising  from  inability  to  distrain  at  the  coc^ 
elusion  of  the  term  in  such  a  case.     These  cases,  whic^r] 
were  cited  to  shew  that  the  lease  was  not  in  conformi*^:^ 
with  the  power,  are  clearly  distinguishable;  and  as  tT>e 
reservation  of  the  rent  is  within  the  terms  of  the  fower, 
and  not  in  contravention  of  its  spirit,  or  in  firaud  of  tbe 
power,  but  affording  an  advantage  to  the  landlord,  whoever 
he  might  be,  whether  tenant  for  life  or  remaindermaii, 
which  he  would  not  have  if  the  last  half-year's  rent  were 
payable  at  the  end  of  the  last  half-year  of  the  term,  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  lease  was  well  executed. 


RoLFE,  B. — My  Lords,  in  answer  to  your  Lordships' 
question  put  to  the  judges  in  this  case,  I  have  to  state 
that,  in  my  opinion,  the  lease  of  the  14th  of  October, 
1833,  is  a  valid  execution  of  the  leasing  power  given  by 
the  will  of  Benoni  Mallett.  The  only  restriction  con- 
tained in  the  power,  as  to  the  compliance  with  which  any 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  247. 
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doubt  haa  been  raised^  is  that  which  requires  that  on  every  House  of  Lords, 
lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during 
the  continuance  thereof  the  best  and  most  improved  yearly 
rent  that  could  be  reasonably  had  for  the  same^  without 
taking  any  sum  of  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  in  re- 
spect of  such  lease. 

The  special  verdict  finds  that  the  rent  reserved  was  the 
best  rent  which  could  be  reasonably  obtained^  and  that  it 
was  reserved  payable  half-yearly  by  equal  portions  on  the 
Gth  of  April  and  the  11th  of  October  in  every  year,  except 
the  last  half-year's  rent  of  the  term,  which  was  made  payable 
on  the  1st  of  August,  instead  of  the  11th  of  October.    The 
werdict  further  finds,  that  no  fine  or  income  was  taken, 
unless  the  reserving  of  the  last  half-year's  rent  in  August 
instead  of  October  amounts  to  the  taking  of  a  fine  or  in- 
come within  the  meaning  of  the  power.     It  would,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  be  a  palpable  abuse  of  language  to  speak  of 
the  reservation  of  the  last  half-year's  rent  in  August  in- 
stead of  October  as  the  taking  of  a  sum  of  money  by 
way  of  fine  or  income,  when,  in  the  first  place,  no  sum  of 
money  whatever  is  taken,  and,  secondly,  when  the  whole 
clause  has  reference  prospectively  to  something  to  be  done 
at  the  end  of  the  term,  and  not  before  its  commencement. 
The  only  real  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  mode  in 
which  the  rent  is  reserved  is  warranted  by  the  power. 
Now  all  which  the  power  requires  is,  that  the  rent  should 
be  the  best  rent  which  could  be  obtained,  that  it  should 
be  reserved  yearly,  and  that  it  should  be  payable  during 
the  whole  term.     The  jury  have  expressly  found  that  the 
i^nt  is  the  best  rent  which  could  be  obtained;  and  the 
mly  points  to  be  considered,  therefore,  are,  whether  it  is  a 
rent  reserved  yearly,  and  whether  it  is  payable  during  the 
whole  term. 

It  is  clear,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  that  a  power 
to  lease  at  a  yearly  rent  is  well  complied  with  by  the  re- 
servation of  a  rent  payable  half-yearly  or  quarterly.     In 


1 
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Himie  a/  LaiiU,  Other  word),  a  rent  does  not  cease  to  be  a  ] 
'^     witbin  the  meaning  of  such  a  power,  merely  b 
RuTLAMn      made  payable  mare  than  once  a  year.     What 
Doi  such  a  power  by  the  words  "  yearly  rent "  ia,  ai 

Wtth*.  ^  i^iit  payable  in  respect  of  each  year  of  the  fa 
payable  in  the  year  in  respect  of  which  it  i 
Whether  the  rent  be  reserved  on  one  or  mc 
the  year,  and  whether  it  be  made  payable  al 
ningj  the  middle,  or  the  end  of  the  year  in 
which  it  ia  reserved,  it  is  still,  as  I  coDceive,  a ; 
if  it  be  payable  on  some  ascertained  day  or  da 
year  as  the  equivalent  for  the  occupation  durin 
If  this  be  so,  the  rent  in  this  case  is  certaiul; 
rent ;"  and  I  think  it  equally  clear  that  it  is  a 
ble  during  the  continuance  of  the  term;  for  tl 
the  Ist  of  August  in  the  last  year  of  the  tenanc 
money  will  be  actually  paid,  yet  rent  is  by  the 
payable  in  respect  of  that  period  as  well  as  of  th 
term ;  and  thia,  as  I  have  already  stated,  is  al 
my  opinion,  the  power  requires.  It  is,  howerei 
ed,  that,  even  admitting  the  lease  to  be  frame< 
ner  which  amounts  to  a  literal  compliance  witi 
of  the  power,  yet  it  is  bad,  as  being  a  fraud  o 
contemplated,  and  as  defeating  the  manifest  i 
the  testator  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  rem! 
for  it  is  said,  if  the  tenant  for  life  should  die 
year  of  the  term  between  the  Ist  of  August  ai 
of  October,  then  during  that  period  the  reo 
would  have  no  right  of  possession,  and  yet  he  w 
titled  to  no  rent  by  way  of  equivalent,  and  thi 
could  not  have  been  what  the  testator  meant 
argument  appears  to  me  to  be  founded  altog 
fallacy.  It  assumes  that  the  testator  must  ha 
to  give  a  protection  to  the  remainderman,  w] 
construction  which  I  put  on  the  words  "year 
cotrect,  he  has  not  eipresBed.     Uow  are  we  to 


TRINITY  VACATION,  7  VICT. 


868 


benefits  are  intended  for  the  remaindermanj  otherwise  House  of  lordt, 
than  by  looking  to  the  language  of  the  will?  He  takes  ^^^' 
merely  as  a  volunteer  by  the  bounty  of  the  testator.  If 
the  testator  had  desired  that  the  rent  should  under  all  dr- 
cnmstances  be  made  payable  at  the  end  of  the  year^  he 
might  have  so  provided.  In  the  same  way,  he  might  have 
stipulated  that  the  rent  should  be  made  payable  once  a 
year  or  twice  a  year,  and  not  oftener,  so  as  to  secure  to 
the  party  entitled  in  remainder  the  year's  rent  or  half- 
year's  rent  fidling  due  next  after  the  death  of  the  tenant 
for  life.  This,  however,  he  has  not  done.  He  has  imposed 
on  the  tenant  for  life  the  necessity  of  reserving  the  best 
jrearly  rent  daring  the  whole  term,  but  at  what  days  it 
should  be  made  payable,  and  whether  once  or  oftener,  he 
has  left  to  his  discretion,  considering  him  probably  as  the 
person  best  able  to  decide  what  would  be  most  expedient 
in  regard  to  all  such  particulars,  and  knowing,  as  he  must 
know,  that,  if  the  rent  reserved  was  the  best  rent  which 
eonld  be  obtained,  the  interests  of  the  remainderman 
could  not  be  really  prejudiced. 

In  order  to  shew  that  in  construing  this  power  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  look  beyond  the  mere  words  in  which  it  is 
framed,  this  extreme  case  was  put  in  argument : — If,  it 
was  said,  all  which  the  power  requires  is,  that  a  yearly 
rent  should  be  reserved  at  some  day  in  every  year,  then 
the  power  would  be  complied  with  by  a  reservation  of  the 
rent  at  the  first  day  of  every  year,  instead  of  the  last,  a 
mode  of  letting  manifestly  injurious  to  the  remainderman, 
and  which  the  testator  could  not  have  contemplated.  The 
esse  thus  suggested  was  urged  in  the  nature  of  a  reductio 
sd  absurdum.  No  reasoning,  it  was  contended,  can  be 
pressed  in  support  of  the  present  lease  which  would  not 
einally  go  to  uphold  a  lease  in  which  the  rent  is  made 
pqrable  at  the  beginning  instead  of  the  end  of  every  year. 
Such  a  lease  could  not  have  been  contemplated  by  the 
testator,  and  therefore  so  neither  can  the  present.    But 
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iM  rf  Lordi,  there  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  any  redactio  ad  absor- 
dum  in  the  case  suggested.  A  lease  in  which  each  year's 
rent  is  reserved  on  the  first  day  of  the  year  would,  I  think, 
be  a  lease  warranted  by  the  power,  provided  that  a  jury 
conld  find  what  they  have  found  in  this  case,  but  probably 
could  not  in  the  case  suggested,  that  the  rent  so  reserved 
was  the  best  rent  that  could  reasonably  be  obtained.  I 
have  alluded  to  this  extreme  case,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  clear  the  ground  on  which  my  opinion  proceeds; 
but,  in  truth,  in  the  present  case,  the  mode  in  which  the 
rent  is  reserved,  so  far  from  being  injurious  to  the  remain- 
derman, is  evidently  for  his  benefit,  no  less  than  for  that  of 
the  tenant  for  life.  It  is  true,  that,  in  the  highly  improba- 
ble event  that  a  person  granting  a  twenty-one  years'  lease 
should  happen  to  die  within  the  two  last  months  of  the 
term,  the  loss  suggested  might  occur ;  but,  on  the  other 
hand,  in  the  far  more  probable  event  of  the  lessor  dying  at 
some  earlier  part  of  the  term,  the  remainderman  wonlcL 
have  the  benefit  of  the  anticipated  payment,  and  so  acquire 
greater  facility  in  obtaining  the  last  half-year's  rent. 

It  only  remains  to  add,  that  no  decided  case  is  at 
with  the  view  which  I  have  taken ;  and,  on  the  con 
there  is  authority  in  its  support.  In  Doe  t.  Giffiard{a),  iit 
lease  was  held  bad,  not  because  the  rent  was  payable 
the  last  day  of  the  year,  but  because  it  was  not  payabA.^ 
during  the  whole  term.    There  was  in  that  case  one  hafal 
year  in  respect  of  which  no  rent  was  payable  to  any  on^ 
the  term  was  to  last  during  forty-two  half-years,  and 
were  to  be  only  forty-one  half-yearly  payments  of  rent, 
this  was  clearly  contrary  to  the  express  terms  of  the 
In  Doe  V.  Morse  (b).  Lord  Lgndhurst  states  the  true  gron 
on  which  the  lease  in  that  case  was  held  bad ;  namely, 
the  power  required  the  rent  to  be  made  payable  by 
yearly  payments,  which  must  mean  at  equal  half-yearly 


(a)    5B.&Ald.  371. 


(h)  2  c.  &  M.  ses. 
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tervals,  or,  at  all  events,  on  days  wliich  by  the  custom  of  House  of  Lords, 
the  country  were  treated  as  equal  intervals ;  whereas  it  was,        ^^^* 
in  fact,  reserved  at  very  unequal  intervals,  the  1st  of  May 
and  the  29th  of  September,  and  no  evidence  was  given  to 
shew  that  those  days  were  by  the  custom  of  the  country 
treated  as  half-yearly  days  of  payment.     In  Isherwood  v. 
Oldknow{a)  and  Doe  v.  Wihon  [b),  the  leases  were  held  to 
be  good ;  and  the  dictum  of  Powell,  J.,  in  Regina  v.  Wes-- 
ion  (c),  assented  to  by  Lord  HoUy  is  express  in  favour  of  the 
present  lease. 
On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  have  to  state,  that,  in  my 

opinion,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  the  lease  of  the 

14th  of  December,  1833,  is  valid. 


Maule,  J. — My  Lords,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  lease  was 

A  valid  execution  of  the  power.     The  power  requires  that 

^pon  every  such  lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made 

Payable,  during  the  continuance  thereof,  the  best  improved 

yearly  rent  that  could  be  reasonably  had  for  the  same ;  it 

Norther  requires,  that  there  should  be  no  fine,  that  there 

•tould  be  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent, 

^4.  that  the  lessor  should  execute  a  counterpart.     The 

^®^^e  in  question  is  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  11th  of 

0«;ober,  1833,  and  the  rent  of  £903  is  payable  on  the  6th 

^^  April  and  the  Uth  of  October  in  every  year,  except  the 

**^^  half-year's  rent,  which  is  made  payable  on  the  1st  of 

A^xtgust  next  before  the  determination  of  the  said  term.   It 

^  agreed,  that  the  power  is  well  executed,  if  the  last  half- 

y^i^s  rent  might  be  reserved  payable  on  the  1st  of  Au- 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  power,  though  it  requires 
^  y^y  rent  to  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the 
^^ni,  does  not  point  out  any  mode  or  term  in  which  it  is 
to  be  made  payable;  it  has  no  such  words  as  '^by  equal 


(^^  3  M.  &  Selw.  393.     (6)  5  B.  &  Aid.  363.    (c)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1198. 
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/  of  Lords,  half-yearly  payments/'  or  "  by  yeariy  payments,^  and  in 
^^^'  the  absence  of  such  words,  it  is  well  settied  that  a  vent  may 
be  a  yearly  rent  though  reserved  payable  half-yearly.  It 
follows  from  this^  that  "  yearly  "  means  payable  within  each 
year,  not  payable  at  the  end  of  a  year ;  for  if  it  had  that 
meaning,  a  rent  payable  half-yearly  would  be  only  a  part 
and  not  entirely  a  yearly  rent,  and^  thereforei  a  bad  exe- 
cution of  a  power  requiring  a  yearly  rent.  It  hat  been 
contended,  indeed,  that,  as  the  last  rent  payable  under  this 
lease  is  before  the  end  of  the  term,  the  rent  is  not  payable 
during  the  continuance  of  the  term ;  but  I  tiiink  that  is  a 
forced  and  unnatural  construction  of  the  power^  the  prefer 
meaning  of  which  is,  that  the  rent  shall  be  payable  in  eveiy 
year  during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  the  words  ''  dar- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  term ''  being  used  to  exclude 
payments  after  the  term.  If  it  had  said  it  should  be  ^re— 
served  and  made  payable  on  every  1st  of  August  in  everf 
year  during  the  said  term,''  there  would  have  been  no  doubt 
that  a  rent  payable  on  that  day  would  have  been  sofficieBt, 
though  the  term  continued  after  the  last  payment.  The 
present  power  has,  in  effect,  said  that  there  shall  be  reserved 
and  made  payable,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  term, 
the  best  yearly  rent  on  such  days  as  the  lessor  and  lessee 
may  agree  upon ;  for,  as  it  does  not  in  any  way  point  oat 
the  days,  it  leaves  it  to  the  parties  to  suit  themaelvai  about 
it.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  that  power  has  been  lite- 
rally pursued,  and  when  that  is  the  case,  the  exeeution  of  it 
is  good,  though  some  other  mode  might  be  suggested  which 
would  be  more  beneficial  to  the  remaindenna%  poasibly 
with  the  exception  of  a  case  of  fraud,  which,  however^  it  is 
not  necessary  to  discuss,  inasmuch  as  nothing  of  the  kind 
can  be  here  suggested. 

There  are  cases,  indeed,  in  which  the  power  hat  not  been 
complied  with  according  to  its  terms,  but  it  has  been  in-« 
sisted  that  it  was  sufficiently  executed,  because  the  actual 
execution  could  not  put  the  remainderman  in  a  worse  situ- 
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Btion  than  that  in  which  he  would  have  been^  if  the  terms  House  of  Lordt, 
of  the  leasing  power  had  been  pursued^  and  leases  have 
been  sustained  on  this  ground.  Whether  such  a  ground 
has  been  taken  in  support  of  an  execution  not  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  power  is  a  legitimate  argument  in  support 
of  the  objection  to  the  lease^  that^  in  some  events  the  re- 
mainderman would  be  worse  off  than  if  the  power  had  been 
pursued ;  but  it  is  a  fallacy  to  apply  this  argument  when 
the  leasing  power  has  been  pursued,  and  to  insist  that  a 
lease  is  bad  though  the  power  is  pursued,  because  some 
other  mode  of  execution,  also  within  the  power,  would,  in 
some  event,  have  been  more  beneficial  to  the  remainder- 
man ;  indeed,  if  such  an  argument  could  be  sustained,  in 
many  cases, — ^for  instance,  in  this, — a  valid  execution  of  a 
power  would  be  impossible.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  seems  to  have  lost  sight  of  this  distinction  when 
it  states  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse  (a)  to  be  di- 
rectly in  point,  and  the  leasing  power  in  that  case  to  be 
substantially  the  same  as  in  this.  The  leasing  power  in 
Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse  required,  that  there  should  be 
reserved  and  continued  payable  during  the  continuance 
of  the  lease,  by  half-yearly  payments,  the  best  and  most 
improved  yearly  rent,  whereas,  in  the  present  power,  nothing 
is  said  about  the  period  of  payment ;  and  the  lease  in  Doe 
d.  Harris  v.  Morse  reserved  the  rent  payable  the  1st  of 
May  and  the  29th  of  September,  i.  e.  at  periods  of  five 
and  seven  months ;  that  was  held  not  to  be  rent  payable 
by  half-yearly  payments ;  it  was  clear,  therefore,  that  the 
power  was  not  complied  with  in  terms ;  and  it  being  in- 
sisted, that  the  remainderman  could  not  be  prejudiced,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  case  might  be  sustained  as  a  sufiicient 
though  informal  execution.  Baron  Bayley,  in  answer  to  this 
ailment,  made  use  of  the  dicta  for  which  alone  the  case 
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(a)  2  C.  &  M.  247. 
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M.  W, 
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Rutland 

V. 

Dob 

d. 

Wttbb. 


tMepfUrdt,  WBB  Cited  bv  eoiiiiflel  in  the  Excheqiier  Ohuiber,  and 
cited  as  a  case  in  pointy  as  the  Court  eeem  to  hare  consi- 
dered it.  But  though  this  case  is  not  in  point,  that  put  by 
Justice  Powell,  in  Begina  v.  Weslon,  and  agreed  to  by  Chief 
Justice  Holt,  is  in  point.  In  that  case^  the  first  of  those 
learned  judges^  desiring  to  illustrate  the  case  im  hand  by 
something  clear  and  indisputable,  said,  that,  if  a  maon  had  a 
power  to  make  leases,  reserTing  the  antient  yearly  rent  an- 
nually, yet,  if  it  was  received  on  a  day  before  the  year  wis 
up,  as  if  the  year  ended  at  Christmas,  and  was  received  at 
Michaelmas,  it  would  be  well,  pursuant  to  the  power^  to 
which  Chief  Justice  Holt,  agreed.  As  to  the  weight  of  floch 
an  argument,  I  refer  your  Lordships  to  what  Lord  Aihiger 
observed,  when  the  case  was  cited  in  the  Exchequer. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  Che  tease 
was  a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 


CoLTMAN,  J. — ^My  Lords,  in  answer  to  the  question  pio- 
posed  by  your  Lordships,  I  humbly  beg  to  state  my  opinioii 
that  the  indenture  of  lease  between  Philip  MaHet  Case  ^aad 
Margaret  Rutland,  dated  the  14th  of  December,  18S8,  n 
stated  in  the  special  verdict,  is  not  a  vafid  execution  of  die 
power  of  leasing,  also  stated  in  the  speciid  verdiet,  given 
by  the  will  of  Benoni  Mallett. 

It  appears  by  the  special  verdict  that  the  donees  of  the 
power  are  authorized  by  indenture  under  their  hands  ind 
seals  to  demise  for  any  term  not  exceeding  twenty-one 
years  in  possession,  so  that  upon  every  such  lease  there 
should  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  contfam- 
ance  thereof  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  that  conld  be 
reasonably  had  for  the  same,  without  taking  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect 
of  such  lease,  with  other  provisoes  not  material  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

The  lease  was  made  on  the  14th  of  December,  1828,  for 
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twenly-oiie  yeart  firom  the  11th  of  October  preceding,  Houte  of  Lordtt 
yielding  and  paying  the  yearly  rent  of  iE908  by  equal  half- 
yearly  payments^  that  is  to  say,  on  the  6th  of  April  and  the 
11th  of  October  in  every  year,  in  equal  portions,  except 
the  latft  half-year's  rent,  which  was  thereby  reserved  and 
agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  August  next  before  the 
determination  c£  the  said  term. 

Now,  what  b  it  that  the  power  requires?  It  requires 
that  the  be^  yearly  rent  shall  be  reserved,  and  that  it  shall 
be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  'continuance  of 
the  term;  and,  on  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  the 
subject,  it  appears  to  me,  that,  in  order  to  a  compliance 
with  the  po^er,  there  ought  to  be,  during  the  whole  time 
that  the  term  diall  continue,  rent  growing  due  to  the  per- 
sMi  who  is  entitled  for  the  time  being  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  land,  so  that  no  part  of  the  time  during 
which  be  is  so  entitled  should  be  barren  and  unproductive 
to  him. 

This  view  of  the  law  is,  I  think,  sanctioned  by  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  as  it  is  to  be  collected  from  his 
jodgtsent  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse  (a),  and 
such  appears  to  me  to  be  the  view  most  conformable  to  the 
words  of  the  power. 

The  case  oflshsrwoody.  Oldknaw  (b)  may  appear  at  first 

sight  in  aome  degree  at  variance  with  the  opinion  above 

Expressed,  but  I  think  on  examinaltion  it  will  not  appear 

to  be  so.    latere  the  power  to  make  leases  was  for  two  or 

tbree  lives  or  for  twenty-one  years,  so  as  there  were  reserved 

{imyable  during  the  continuance  thereof  the  best  and  most 

improved  yearly  rent  Which  could  be  gotten  for  the  same, 

^%lithoiit  taking  any  sum  of  money  for  or  in  lieu  of  a  fine 

f[^  income  for  the  same.    A  lease  was  made,  under  the 

^wer  of  the  15th  of  October,  1800,  for  fourteen  years, 


(a)  2C.  &M.  247. 


(b)  3  M.  &  Selw.  382. 
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daj  before  the  year  was  up,  as  if  the  year  ended  at  Christ-  HwM^fLwdB, 
m«8  and  it  was  reserved  at  Michaelmas,  it  would  be  well,         ^^^* 
pomiant  to  the  statute,  to  which  Lord  Holt  agreed. 

The  opinion  thus  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  PowcW  having 
Inference  to  a  supposed  case  not  very  particularly  stated, 
it  is  diflScnlt  to  say  how  far  it  was  intended  to  go.  If  he 
was  contemplating  a  case  in  which  an  antient  rent  was 
reserved  upon  the  antient  and  accustomed  day  of  payment, 
it  would  be  the  same  case  with  Doe  v.  fVilson  (a).  There 
the  power  was  to  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  or  any  term 
of  years  determinable  upon  three  lives,  so  as  upon  every 
such  lease  there  were  reserved  and  made  payable  during 
the  continuance  thereof  the  usual  and  accustomed  yearly 
rents,  boons,  and  services  for  the  same.  The  lease  was 
made  on  the  6th  of  January,  to  hold  from  that  day  for 
ninety-nine  years,  if  three  persons,  therein  named,  should 
so  long  live,  at  a  rent  payable  at  Lady-Day  and  Michael- 
mas in  every  year. 

It  was  objected  to  the  lease,  that  the  first  payment,  being 
to  be  made  on  the  26th  of  March,  in  little  more  than  two 
months  after  the  demise,  was  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  fine 
than  rent,  and  the  last  payment,  if  the  lives  should  last  till 
the  end  of  the  term,  being  to  be  made  on  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, whereas  the  lease  would  not  expire  till  the  6th  of 
January  following,  the  rent  could  not  be  considered  as 
having  been  made  payable  during  the  continuance  of  the 
term.    But  as  it  appeared  from  former  leases  of  the  de- 
niised  premises  that  the  25th  of  March  and  the  29th  of 
September  were  the  usual  and  accustomed  rent-days,  the 
Conrt  were  of  opinion  |;hat  the  reservation  of  the  rent  was 
in  conformity  with  the  power. 

In  that  case,  although  by  the  terms  of  the  power  the 
fent  was  required  to  be  reserved  during  the  continuance 
of  the  term,  yet  it  was  the  usual  and  accustomed  yearly 


(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  363. 
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He  ta  be  guided  of  course  by  the  intentioji  of  him  who  ffouteqfLordt, 
oeated  it.    In  this  inquiry,  it  will  almost  universally  hap- 
pea  that  the  intention  is  in  part  expressed,— in  part  to  be 
ooUectod  by  knplication.    With  regard  to  the  fonner,  I 
im  not  aware  that  any  di£ference  of  opinion  as  to  the  rule 
to  be  observed  prevails.    However  unreasonable  or  unne- 
oeaaarily  minnte  it  may  be,  it  is  an  express  condition  which 
luids  the  party  who  acts  under  the  power;  he  can  enter 
into  no  consideration  of  consequences;  he  must  obey  it 
itrict]^;  and  aay  substantial  deviation,  however  desirable' 
ia  itself^  upon  a  just  consideraticm  of  all  the  circumstances,, 
fill  vitiate  the  instrument  on.  which  it  appears :  this,  then, 
IB  the  first  inquiry.    The  power  in  terms  requires,  that 
''upon  every  such  lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made 
payable  daring  the  oontinuance  thereof  the  best  improved 
yevly  rent  that  could  be  reasonably  had  for  the  same,. 
litboat  taking  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  by  way  of  fine 
or  income  for  or  in  respect  of  such  lease/'    The  objection 
to  the  lease  seems  to  raise  only  two  questions  upon  this : — 
Hm  the  rent  been  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the 
continuance  of  the  lease?     Has  any  sum  been  taken  by 
vay  of  fine  or  income  in  respect  of  the  lease  ?  These  ques- 
tions will  in  fact  resolve  themselves  into  one,  and  they  both 
involye  an  inquiry  into  the  character  which  we  are.  to 
Mribe  to  the  payment  which  is  to  be  made  on  the  1st  of 
August  in  the  last  half-year  of  the  term;  for  it  has  been 
doubted  whether  that  payment  can  properly  be  considered 
■Bot  at  all,  and  is  not  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  fine  or 
>>usome^  oir^  at  all  events,  a  money  payment  not  issuing 
^  of  the  land,  nor  paid  in  return  for  the  occupation 
^Itcteot    On  the  first  view,  an  express  prohibition  in  the 
power  would  be  disregarded ;  in  the  last,  the  rent  would 
^t  be  reserved  during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  but 
^occupation  for  a  whole  half-year  would  be  rent-free* 
I  cannot,  however,  acquiesce  in  either  view ;  it  does  not 
to  me  that  this  partial  anticipation  of  the  payment  of 
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HouteofLordM,  one  smaU  portion  of  the  rent  at  the  very  close  of  the  term 

bears  any  resemblance  in  character  to  a  fine  or  income;  it 
has  no  effect  on  the  amount  of  rent  annually  reserved^  nor 
can  have  been  stipulated  for  with  a  view  to  the  interest  of 
the  tenant  for  life^  as  opposed  to  that  of  the  remainder- 
man. 

If  it  be  not  a  fine  or  income  within  the  meaning  of  those 
terms  as  used  in  the  power^  it  seems  scarcely  worth  while 
to  inquire  whether  it  strictly  fulfils  the  legal  definition  of 
the  term  ^'  rent/'  because  we  must  construe  that  term  as 
used  in  the  power  popularly^  according  to  the  manifest  in* 
tention  of  the  devisor;  and  yet  it  may  be  observed,  that  it 
is  clearly  a  return,  annual  in  its  nature,  for  the  occupation 
of  the  lands,  and  that  distress  is  incident  to  it.     Certainly, 
we  have  no  right  to  require  a  closer  agreement  to  rent,  in 
the  strictest  sense,  in  all  its  essential  qualities.  In  3  Bolle's 
Abridgment,  446,  tit.  '*  Reservations,''  B.,  pi.  1.,  it  is  said, 
^'  if  a  man  grant  a  future  interest  in  land,  as  for  certain 
years,  to  commence  ten  years  after,  he  may  reserve  a  rent 
upon  this,  payable  presently ; "  and  Mr.  Cruise  gives  the 
reason;  "for  it  will  be  a  good  contract  to  oblige  the  lessee, 
and  to  ground  an  action  of  debt,  and  the  lessor  may  have 
his  remedy  by  distress  for  the  arrears  when  the  lessee 
comes  into  pdssession.'' 

I  come  then  to  the  question, — Has  it  been  reserved  and 
made  payable  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease  ?  It  is 
urged,  that,  to  satisfy  these  words,  rent  ought  to  be  accruing 
and  issuing  out  of  the  land  from  day  to  day  for  every  day  so 
long  as  the  term  endures,  and  up  to  the  last  moment;  but 
that,  from  the  1st  of  August  to  the  1 1th  of  October  in  the 
last  year,  if  the  rent  be  paid  according  to  the  stipulation  of 
the  lease,  the  land  will  become  rent-free ;  no  rent  will  be 
issuing  from  it ;  that  the  rent,  therefore,  is  not  reserved 
during  the  continuance  of  the  term.  It  seems  to  me,  that 
the  words  "  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease  "  will  more 
reasonably  bear  another  meaning,  and  that  the  stipuUtioa 
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merely  requires  that  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  shall  be  Haweo/Lordt, 

reaerved  for  every  year  of  the  term  for  the  whole  period  of 
it;  and  that  it  should  be  made  payable  in  every  year  during 
tlie  continuance  of  the  term ;  that  is,  neither  before  its 
oommencement,  which  might  make  it  a  fine,  nor  after  its 
termination,  by  which  the  security  of  distress  for  its  pay- 
ment at  all  might  be  lost.  In  this  sense,  the  lease  satisfies 
the  stipulation  of  the  power ;  and  I  conclude,  therefore, 
that  the  lease  is  a  valid  execution  of  the  power,  so  far  as 
regards  the  expressed  intentions  of  the  devisor  in  the  cre- 
ation of  it. 

But  although  there  be  no  breach  of  any  condition  ex- 
pressly imposed  by  the  leasing  power,  I  am  still  to  inquire 
whether  the  case  satisfies  all  those  that  are  implied  in  it, 
for  I  cannot  agree  that  a  merely  literal  compliance  with 
the  written  terms  of  the  power  will  suffice ;  the  terms  of 
the  lease  must  be  such  as  to  satisfy  the  intention  of  the 
devisor,  as  that  may  be  collected  from  the  language  he  has 
^is^.  It  has  been  said,  that,  where  there  is  a  literal  com- 
pliance with  the  power,  the  only  proper  inquiry  remain- 
ing is,  whether  the  lease  is  such  as  a  prudent  tenant  in 
fee-simple  would  have  made.  Such  an  inquiry  might  in 
^^nj  instances  lead  to  the  same  conclusion  in  fact  as  a 
more  correct  one ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  many  circum- 
■tances  might  very  reasonably  induce  a  prudent  owner 
of  the  fee  to  make  such  a  lease  as  could  contravene  the 
"itentions  of  the  framer  of  such  a  power  as  that  under 
^^deration ;  it  might  be  wise  in  him,  for  good  consider- 
ation, to  postpone  or  to  anticipate  the  receipt  of  the  pro- 
°^  i  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman,  though  their 
^•^tes  make  up  the  whole  fee,  do  not,  in  respect  of  inter- 
^  iu  the  profits,  make  up  exactly  the  tenant  in  fee,  for 

^  have  several,  and,  in  many  respects,  opposite  in- 
.T^^'^Ma.    The  true  criterion  is  the  intention  of  the  devisor. 

^^,  he  intended  that  the  tenant  for  life,  in  spite  of  the 
^^^^Ttainty  of  his  interest  in  duration,  should  be  able  to 
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Hwef^Lorda^  grant  a  certain,  lea^ ;  that  in  this  lease  the  rent  should  bs 

so  reserved  as  to  make  the  tenant's  occupation  equally* 
profitable  in  the  way  of  render  to  the  landlord  for  the  timt, 
being  throughout  its  whole  duration ;  the  rent,  therefoue^ 
was  not  to  be  anticipated  in  the  shape  of  fine  or  for^i^ 
but  to  be  reserved  and  made  payable  yearly  during  tba 
continuance  of  the  term.    Thus  far  his  intention  is  dearj^ 
but  the  very  terms  in  which  he  has  disclosed  this  inten- 
tion shew  also  that  he  was  not  anxious  to  provide  for  aba(K 
lute  certainty  and  unerring  equality  on  the  division  of  tbs 
profits  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remaindermii^ 
in  case  the  former  should  die  during  the  continuance  of 
the  term;  that  could  only  be  secured  by  directing  a r»^ 
servation  of  the  rent  daily^  and  he  makes  no  such  unrea- 
sonable stipulation ;  he  does  not  even  direct  it  to  be  i^ 
served  weekly^  monthly^  or  quarterly;  he  uses  the  teoa 
yearly ;  and  that  permits  a  yearly,  half-yearly,  or  quartedf 
reservation.  Something,  therefore,  is  necessarily  left  to  what 
we  call  chance  during  the  whole  twenty-one  years,  for  the 
tenant  for  life  may  die  soon  after  the  commencement,  or  to* 
wards  the  dose  of  a  half-year,  and  his  occupation  iot  a  shoift 
period  ntuty  be  profitable  or  not,  accordingly.    The  deviM 
appears  to  have  entered  into  no  calculation  on  such  minsto 
points.     It  is  said  that  his  intention  was,  that  in  no  evsot 
should  the  remainderman's  occupation  be  iot  any  periodoC 
time  barren.    That  could  only  be  effected,  consbtentlljf. 
with  a  yearly  reservation,  by  making  it  possible  in  a  sen* 
tain  event  for  the  occupation  of  the  tenant  for  Ufe  to  be 
barren  for  a  considerable  period ;  in  other  words,  he  woali 
give  the  remainderman  a  preference  over  the  tenant  fa 
life.     But  what  is  the  evidence  of  such  intention?    I  cm- 
not  collect  it  from  the  words  of  the  power  or  the  dreatt* 
stances  it  must  have  contemplated. 

It  has  been  asked  whether  the  whole  last  year's  reit 
might  have  been  reserved  at  the  beginning  of  it  \^ 
inclined  to  think  that  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  sfA^ 
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vould  atlow  this;  but  I  do  not  proaounce  a  decided  Hom^^fLordM^ 
d;  it  teems  to  me  usmecessiuy  to  foian  one  in  ovder 
per  joor  Lordsliips''  question,  for  in  a  matter  of  this 
vii  laXk  depend  on  degree ;  extreme  casesi  therefore, 
if  as  sometimes  thejr  will,  test  the  soundness  of  an 
«  La  this  view  I  observe  upon  tiie  fiiCt  that  it  is. 
first  half-year's  rent,  nor  every  half-year's  rent,  but 
e  last,  of  which  the  payment  is  anticipated.  Who^ 
tQ  receive  that  payment  will  be  benefited  by  the 
ion,  because  he  thereby  gains  the  power  of  distress 
e  erops  on.  the  ground ;  and  at  the  original  granting 
ease  it  was  more  probable  that  the  remainderman 
36  benefited  than  the  tenant  for  life, 
g,  therefore,  on  the  whole,  of  opinion  that  this  lease 
».  firamed  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of  tho 
,  eoEprossed  and  implied,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  % 
cecation  of  the  power. 


LiAMs,  J. — My  Lords,  the  question  in  this  case  is, 
r  a  certain  lease,  to  be  shortly  noticed  hereafter,  is 
)t  made  in  conformity  to  the  following  leasing  power 
led  in  the  will  of  Benoni  Mallett,  bearing  date  the 
ly  of  January,  1780.  ^*  Provided  always,  and  his  will 
at  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for  his  said 
ynj  Philip  Mallett  Case,  and  all  his  sons,  and  all 
person  or  persons  respectively,  as  and  when  they 
respectivdy  come  into  and  be  in  the  actual  posses- 
the  said  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  or  any 
ereof,  or  be  actually  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits 
',  by  indenture  under  their  respective  hands  and 
»  demise  and  lease  the  same  or  any  part  thereof 
Ay  penon  or  persons,  for  any  term  or  number  of 
not  exceeding  twenty-one  years,  in  possession,  and 
reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  so  as  upon 
mdi  lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made  pay- 
nrkig  the  continuance  thereof  respectively  the  best 
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HowecfLordM,  improved  yearly  rent  that  could  be  reasonably  had  for  tk< 

same^  without  taking  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  by  wayoi 
fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect  of  such  lease  or  leases,  and 
so  as  none  of  the  said  lease  or  leases  were  made  dispunish* 
able  of  waste  by  any  express  words  therein^  and  that  in 
every  such  lease  there  should  be  contained  a  clause  oit^ 
entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent  or  rents  to  be  therebj 
respectively  reserved^  and  so  as  such  lessee  or  lessees  to 
whom  such  lease  or  leases  should  be  made^  sealed^  and  d^ 
livered  counterparts  of  such  lease  or  leases/' 

And  in  considering  this  question  I  shall  assume  that  the 
power  is  to  be  construed  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the 
same  rules  that  regulate  courts  of  law  in  their  interpre- 
tation of  any  other  document  or  writing;  by  which  I  men 
that  any  strictness  or  laxity  which  may  have  been  sup- 
posed to  belong  to  the  construction  of  instruments  of  thk 
description  is  alike  inadmissible^  and  that  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  in  this^  as  in  other  instances^  are  to  be 
sought  for. 

The  indenture  of  lease  in  question  bears  date  the  14di 
December^  1833^  and  is  made  between  Philip  Mallett  Case^ 
the  tenant  for  life  under  the  said  will,  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  in  error  of  the  other,  whereby  the  said  Philip 
Mallett  Case^  in  exercise  of  the  power  of  leasing  above  set 
forth,  demised  to  her,  her  executors,  &c.j  the  said  tene- 
ments, with  the  appurtenances,  to  hold  the  same  from  the 
11th  day  of  October  then  last  for  and  during  the  term  of 
twenty-one  years  then  next  ensuing,  yielding  and  paying 
therefore  to  the  said  Case  and  his  assigns  during  such  pait 
of  the  term  as  he  should  live,  and  after  his  decease  onto 
such  person  or  persons  as  for  the  time  being  should  be 
entitled  to  the  reversion  of  the  said  premises  under  the 
said  will,  the  yearly  rent  of  £903,  by  equal  half-ycsrif 
payments,  i.  e.  on  the  6th  April  and  the  11th  October 
in  every  year,  in  equal  portions,  except  the  last  half-year'' 
rent,  which  was  thereby  reserved  and  agreed  to  be  paid  on 
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the  Ist  day  of  Au^st  next  before  the  determination  of  the  HouaeofLordt, 
said  term.     Then  follow  some  other  provisions  which  it  is 
not  material  to  notice,  the  question  arising  upon  the  re- 
serration  of  rent  in  the  last  year  of  the  form. 

The  said  Philip  Mallett  Case,  the  tenant  for  life,  died 
on  the  4th  July,  1834,  without  issue,  and  the  defendants 
in  error,  in  right  of  the  said  Mary,  claim  title  to  the  said 
tenements  under  the  said  will^  and  contend  that  the  said 
lease  is  not  a  good  execution  of  the  said  leasing  power. 

Now,  upon  adverting  to  the  terms  of  this  power,  it  is 
observable  that  the  only  limitation  or  restriction  as  to  the 
reserration  of  rent  is  "  that  it  should  be  the  best  improved 
yearly  rent  that  could  be  reasonably  had  for  the  same.'^ 
Whether  the  rent  should  be  made  payable  yearly,  half- 
yearly,  or  quarterly,  or  at  any  other  stated  period,  is  not 
specified.  To  hold  that  any  particular  time  in  the  year 
for  the  payment  is  required,  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  intro- 
doce  a  new  term,  and  to  add  a  further  restriction,  unless 
indeed  the  words  "  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  *'  neces- 
ttrily  imply  that  it  should  be  made  payable  at  once,  in 
one  som^  the  whole  amount.  That,  however,  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  the  fair  interpretation.  The  plain  and  obvious 
meaning,  I  think,  is,  that  the  rent  should  "  be  reserved 
and  made  payable,"  during  each  year  of  the  term,  or,  as  the 
l^guage  of  the  reddendum  in  leases  so  usually  is,  '^  yield- 
^  and  paying  therefore  yearly  and  every  year  during  the 
continuance  of  the  term  *'  so  much,  whatever  the  amount 
^rent  in  the  particular  case  may  be.  This  indeed  seems 
^  be  so  clear,  that  the  citation  of  any  authority  in  support 
^  this  construction  may  perhaps  be  superfluous.  The 
l*^t,  however,  has  been  brought  expressly  under  the  con- 
■^deration  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of 
^  ^.The  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Wilson  (o).  There  the 
^^age  of  the  power  was,  **  so  as  upon  all  and  every  such 


(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  363. 
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yearly  during  the  continuance  thereof  the  nsoal  and  wsm 
tomed  yearly  rents^  boons,  and  services  Ibr  tiie  suae.'' 
The  objection  there  was^  that  the  Tent  ivttt  rewrved  lutf 
yearly^  whereas  it  was  contended  that  the  wcxrds  vf  ik 
condition  contained  in  the  kiuing  power  eonld  not  te 
satisfied  unless  the  rent  reserved  be  payable  once  a  yet 
only^  viz.  at  the  end  of  the  year  after  the  making  of  ttk 
lease.  Upon  this  point  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  is  » 
ported  to  have  delivered  his  opinion  as  follows: — "Ik 
observation  I  have  already  made^  that  a  yearly  rent  paydik 
at  Lady-Day  and  Michaelmas  was  the  usual  and  nam- 
tomed  yearly  rent^  fqyplies  also  to  this  objection.  Itil 
admitted^  that^  if  the  words  of  the  power  had  been^  *  so  tidi 
there  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  contitt' 
ance  thereof  the  usual  and  accustomed  yearly  rent/  witt* 
out  the  word  '  yearly'  immediately  following  the  wold 
'  payable  *  (and  in  the  case  befo(re  your  Lordships  the  wiMi 
'  yearly '  does  not  immediately  follow  the  word  '  payable')) 
a  rent  reserved  half-yearly  would  have  been  suffideit] 
that  is^  that  a  payment  by  portions  at  the  end  of  each  hiK 
year^  or  at  the  end  of  each  quarter  of  the  year,  does  aol 
prevent  the  rent  from  beings  in  the  common  nnderstandfllg 
of  mankind^  and  in  common  parlance^  a  yearly  rent  I 
cannot  see  any  reason  why  the  words  '  payable  yotf^ 
during  the  continuance  thereof  should  make  any  diflk^ 
ence.''  He  then  adverts  to  the  usual  language  of  letfeM^ 
which  has  been  before  noticed,  and,  observing  th«t  tks 
Court  ought  to  construe  those  words  "  payable  yearif* 
with  reference  to  that  language,  concludes  against  tb 
validity  of  the  objection,  and  in  this  view  of  the  sutjett 
Bayley  and  Holroyd,  Justices,  fully  concurred. 

But  it  is  said,  that,  even  if  the  half-yearly  payments  te 
unobjectionable,  the  reservation  of  the  rent  on  the  lit ' 
August  in  the  last  half-year  of  the  term  is  contrary  to  the 
power,  and  avoids  the  lease ;  and  this  objection,  it  ftf 
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ai^ed^  18  iBtistained^  as  well  upon  the  authority  of  decided  Bouwo/Lorig, 
iSBses^  Its  also  by  the  injurious  effects  necessarily  produced 
by  such  reseiration  upon  the  party  in  remainder. 

And  upon  the  fimt  pointy  if  I  had  thought  that  the 

qaestioD  had  been  already  decided^  that  would  haye  been 

-with  me  a  strong,  if  not  sufficient,  reason  for  holding  the 

lease  to  be  invalid ;  but  I  cannot  consider  that  to  be  the 

tue.    The  authorities  alluded  to  are.  Doe  v.  Qiffard^  cited 

in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  7%e  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Wibtm  (a), 

tnd  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse  [b).    In  the  case  of  Doe  v. 

&§ari  the  lease   (made  under  a  power  of  leasing  fdr 

twenty-one  years,  reserving  the  best  and  most  approved 

yearly  rent)  bore  date  the  14th  September,  1809,  and  was 

fcr  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  the  rent  to  be  payable 

fbe  29th  September  and  the  25th  Malrch,  and  the  first 

payment  to  be  made  on  the  next  25th  March.     Lord 

SBerinnvugh  is  reported  to  have  held  the  lease  invalid. 

Ihere,  howe?er,  it  is  obvious  that  the  rent  was  not  reserved 

during  the  whole  term,  for  by  the  mode  of  reservation  no 

i^t  was  payable  at  all  for  the  last  half-year;  but  in  the 

pcaent  instance  no  such  objection  exists,  for  the  rent  is 

w»erved,  payable  during  the  term,  and  for  the  last  half- 

7^,  as  well  as  for  every  other,  though  not  made  payable 

*^  the  end.    The  other  case  is  that  of  Doe  d.  Harris  v. 

^fowe.    There  the  power  required  the  rent  to  be  reserved 

half.yearly,  and  in  the  lease  the  rent  was  made  payable  on 

^  1st  of  May  and  the  29th  of  September.    There  was, 

^crefore,  a  manifest  departure  from  the  direction  in  the 

P^''^,  and  upon  that  the  judgment  of  the  learned  judges 

**ainly  depended.   That  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  (then  Lord 

^hief  Baron)  proceeded  upon  that  ground  exclusively.     It 

^  ^e  that  Mr.  Baron  Bayley  does  intimate  an  opinion 

^^t  the  rent  ought  to  have  been  made  payable  at  the 

^^  of  the  year,  upon  which  so  much  reliance  has  been 


(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  363. 


(6)  2  C.  &  M.  247. 
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Houieo/Lordi,  placed.     It  is  obvious.  however,  that  the  unequal  division 

of  the  year  is  the  circumstance  chiefly  relied  upon  by  him^ 
for  he  points  out  the  disproportion  by  actually  numbering 
the  days^  and  shewing  that  151  days  were  allotted  to  one 
supposed  half-year,  and  214  to  the  other.     The  decision 
in  this  case,  therefore,  is  clearly  sustainable^  without  ha?- 
ing  recourse  to  any  other  consideration,  upon  the  sore 
ground  that  the  lease  was  not  according  to  the  plain  and 
unambiguous  language  and  meaning  of  the  power.    But  it 
was  further  contended,  that  the  lease  is  void  from  the  in- 
jurious effect  which  the  reservation  of  the  last  half-year's 
rent  is  calculated  to  produce  upon  the  party  entitled  in 
remainder,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  tenant  for  life  should  die 
after  the  1st  of  August  and  before  the  end  of  the  year, 
there  would  be  an  occupation  of  the  premises  without  any 
rent  payable  to  those  in  remainder. 

Upon  this  part  of  the  case  it  seems  to  me,  that,  unless 
the  reservation  of  rent  be  upon  the  face  of  the  lease  itself 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  power,  it  is  an  unsafi^ 
and  precarious  rule  of  construction  to  make  its  validity  to 
depend  upon  any  other  consideration.    To  ascertain  th^ 
balance  of  advantage  or  disadvantage  in  each  particular 
case  may,  and  in  many  instances  probably  would,  be  at^ 
least  as  difficult  as  to  discover  the  intent  and  meaning  o^ 
the  creator  of  the  power,  which,  as  I  have  already  said,  C- 
take  to  be  in  every  instance  the  true  question.     If,  how-- 
ever,  such  inquiry  into  loss  or  benefit  be  admissible,  I  can^ — 
not  help  thinking  that  the  advantage  of  being  entitled 
distrain  for  rent,  if  in  arrear  on  the  1st  of  August,  wh< 
the  produce  of  the  farm  is  upon  the  ground,  con 
with  the  right  to  distrain  on  the  11th  of  October,  is  a 
least  equivalent  to  the  contingent  loss  of  rent  upon  th 
event  which  this  objection  supposes. 
It  is  true,  that,  in  the  case  of  Isherwoad  v.  Oldbnow  ( 


(a)  3M.  &Selw.382. 
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a  lease  (under  a  power  requiring  the  reservation  of  rent  Hotneqf Lords, 
'^  during  the  continuance  of  the  term^^)  wherein  no  rent 
was  reserved  during  the  last  half-year  of  that  term  was 
sustained.  I  do  not  wish^  however^  to  place  much  reliance 
Upon  the  decision  in  that  case^  because  that  particular  ob- 
fection  does  not  appear  to  have  been  taken^  and  the  at- 
tention of  the  Court  was  drawn  to  another^  whether^  the 
Srat  half-year's  rent  having  been  made  payable  twenty- 
peren  days  after  the  execution  of  the  lease^  that  in  itself 
itnounted  substantiaUy  to  a  foregift  prohibited  by  the 
power. 

I  rest  my  opinion  upon  the  language  and  (as  I  think)  the 
meaning,  of  the  power  in  this  particular  case,  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  has  been  executed. 

Seeing,  therefore,  that  the  lease  has  been  made  ^^for 
a  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty-one,^' 
Slid  that  '^  the  rent  has  been  reserved  and  made  payable 
Auing  the  continuance  thereof,'^  forasmuch  as  the  last 
JMyment  (which  raises  the  objection)  is,  I  think,  clearly  for 
Ibe  last  hatf-year,  though  made  before  the  end  of  it,  and 
bat  such  reservation  (if  that  consideration  ought  to  be 
K^tered  into)  is,  at  least,  as  beneficial  to  the  party  in 
onainder  as  if  made  at  the  end  of  the  term,  it  seems  to 
i^e  that  the  power  has  been  in  the  letter  and  spirit  com- 
plied with,  and  that  therefore  the  indenture  of  lease  in 
tluB  ease  has  been  duly  executed. 


7 ATTEBON,  J. — ^My  lords,  the  single  question  in  this  case 
^  whether  the  rent  reserved  payable  on  the  Ist  of  August 
**  the  last  year  of  the  term,  which  was  to  end  on  the  11th 
^  October,  can  be  said  to  be  reserved  and  made  payable 
^•'ing  the  continuance  of  the  term,  within  the  true  mean- 
^  of  the  power  under  which  the  lease  was  made.  No 
^^^  exactly  the  same  as  this  has  been  cited,  nor  does  any 
^^  appear  to  exist  in  those  which  have  been  cited.    Ob- 


^OL.  XII. 


c  c 
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HwueqfLordMt  jection  was  taken  to  the  reservation  of  the  rent  from  the 

beginning  to  the  end  of  the  term,  whereas  here  it  is  admit- 
ted that  the  proper  rent  is  reserved^  and  at  the  proper 
times,  until  the  last  half-year's  rent. 

The  reason  for  this  reservation  is  said  to  be,  that  the 
lessor  may  have  an  opportunity  of  distraining  for  the  last 
half-year's  rent,  if  necessary,  and  in  that  respect  it  is  be- 
neficial to  the  landlord  for  the  time  being,  equally  whether 
he  be  the  tenant  for  life  or  the  remainder-man;  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  tenant  for  life  should 
happen  to  die  between  the  1st  of  August  and  the  llth  of 
October  in  the  last  year,  the  remainder-man  would  succeed 
to  an  unproductive  estate  until  the  1 1th  of  October,  and 
would  be,  to  some  extent,  injured.  The  improbabiUty  of 
such  an  event,  and  the  apparent  reason  for  the  reservation, 
seem  to  have  been  taken  into  consideration  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  but  not  so  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber, where  the  objection  appears  to  have  been  treated  as 
being  the  same  as  would  have  arisen  if  a  before-hand  rent 
had  been  reserved  from  the  beginning  of  the  term. 

I  will  first  consider  the  case  upon  the  latter  supposition. 
It  appears  to  me  that  the  person  who  created  the  power 
intended  that  the  person  exercising  it  should  take  no  ex- 
clusive benefit  for  himself  to  the  prejudice  of  the  remain- 
der-man, but  should  reserve  the  best  yearly  rent  during 
the  continuance  of  the  term;  by  which  word  ''rent,''  I 
understand  a  compensation  for  the  actual  occupation;  not 
a  sum  of  money  covenanted  to  be  paid  by  anticipation 
in  respect   of  a  future  occupation,  which  a  before-hand 
rent  in  truth  is.     Such  a  reservation,  namely,  a  sum  of 
money  to  be  paid  at  the  beginning  of  the  term  as  for 
the  first  year's   rent,  and  so  at  the  beginning  of  each 
succeeding  year  as  for  that  year's  rent,  must  be  prejudidsl 
to  the  remainder-man,  at  whatever  time  the  tenant  bt 
life  may  happen  to  die,  unless,  indeed,  he  should  die  on 
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tlie  yetj  kst  day  of  the  year.     Independent  of  authorities,  Bim»€of  Lords, 

therefore,  I  should  consider  that  a  lease,  stipulating  for  the 

payment  of  such  sum  of  money  at  the  beginning  of  a 

year  by  anticipation,  did  not  reserve  rent  at  all,  and  cer- 

tunly  that  it  did  not  reserve  rent  made  payable  during  the 

eontinnance  of  the  year.     The  case  of  Doe  d.  Harris  v. 

Jrane(a),  seems  to  me  to  be  an  authority  for  such  a  view  of 

the  question.  It  is  true  that  the  question  there  was,  whether 

tlie  rent  was  reserved  half-yearly,  but  as  it  was  reserved  in 

two  payments  in  respect  of  the  intended  occupation  for 

two  half  years,  and  the  second  payment  was  to  be  after  the 

cqnration  of  the  first  half-year,  I  cannot  see  why  it  should 

hut  been  held  a  bad  reservation  upon  any  other  ground 

thin  that  a  before-hand  reservation  is  bad.  What  fell  from 

Kr.  Justice  Powell,  vaBeg.  v.  Weston  (&),  was  by  way  of  illus- 

tntkm  of  the  question  in  that  case,  and  is  not  entitled  to 

the  same  weight  as  if  it  had  related  to  the  point  actually 

befiare  the  Court;  and  what  was  said  by  Lord  EUefiborough, 

in  Isherwood  v.  Oldknow  (c),  when  taken,  as  it  must  be, 

lith  the  context,  is  nothing  like  a  decision  upon  this 

point.  The  case  of  Isherwood  y.  Oldknow  turned  on  a  totally 

different  matter,  namely,  that  the  first  payment  of  rent 

as  for  half  a  year,  although  payable  in  a  short  time  after 

the  execution  and  date  of  the  lease,  was  in  truth  for  half  a 

jear,  because  the  holding  was  made  to  be  from  a  bygone 

lay,  and  the  tenant  had  occupied  during  the  interval. 

The  case  of  Doe  d.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Wilson  {d),  was 

decided  on  the  ground  that  the  rent  was  reserved  at  the 

ttmd  and  accustomed  times,  according  to  the  power,  and 

in  no  way  trenched  upon  the  authority  of  Doe  v.  Giffard, 

there  cited;  but  I  do  not  consider  the  last-mentioned  case 

to  be  any  direct  authority  upon  the  present  occasion,  inas- 


(a)  2  C.  &  M.  260. 

(b)  Ld.  Raym.  1197. 


(c)  3  M.  &  Sel.  393. 

(d)  5  B.  &  Aid.  363. 
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HQuu^Lord9,  much  as  there  was  in  that  case  an  actual  loss  isi  rent  for  i 
^^^'        whole  half-year. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion^  that  under  such  a 
power  as  that  contained  in  the  lease  now  in  qnestioiiy  i 
was  not  competent  to  the  person  executing  that  power  fci 
reserTO  what  is  commonly  called  a  before-hand  rent.    Hr 
only  difficulty  that  I  feel  is  in  determining;  whedier  it 
makes  any  difference  that  the  reserration  is  here  canfinrf 
to  the  last  half-year's  rent.     I  see  fully  that  such  resenlr 
tion  may  be,  and  probably  is,  beneficial  generally^  asd 
that  it  is  highly  improbable  that  the  rematnder^man  shooU 
be  prejudiced  by  it;  but  still  it  is  a  stipulation  for  the  pi^ 
ment  of  a  sum  of  money  in  anticipation  of  a  future  oecqpip 
tion  for  the  residue  of  the  half-year,  and  therefore,  »&> 
cording  to  my  view  of  the  effect  of  such  a  stipuktiQii^ 
I  cannot  say  that  it  is  a  reservation  of  rent  during  the 
continuance  of  that  half-year,  but  am  obliged  to  say,  that 
th^re  is  a  portion  of  the  term  during  which  there  is  no 
reservation  of  rent. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  indenture  of  kaae 
stated  in  the  special  verdict,  to  which  your  Lordships'  qne^ 
tion  refers,  is  not  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  of  leasingi 
as  also  there  stated. 


Pabke,  B. — My  Lords,  in  answer  to  the  question  pnh 
posed  by  your  Lordships,  I  have  to  state  my  humble  opinaoi 
that  the  lease  stated  in  the  special  verdict  is  a  valid  exe- 
cution of  the  power  of  leasing,  also  stated  in  the  special 
verdict. 

La  order  to  decide  this  question,  the  proper  course  un- 
doubtedly is,  to  ascertain  in  the  first  instance,  what  the  in- 
tention of  the  donor  of  the  power  was,  by  the  ordinary  lAi 
of  construction  applied  to  the  instrument  containing  it;  and 
the  lease  must  accord  in  all  respects  with  that  intention  so 
ascertained,  or  it  will  be  void. 
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ere  the  language  of  the  power  is  restricted,  and  cob-  HouieqfLordg, 
)TeQae  conditions  which  can  be  complied  with  in  one  ^^^* 
djf  that  waj  must  be  exactly  followed.  When  the 
uses  general  terms,  and  may  be  exercised  in  more 
han  one,  then  the  donee  of  the  power  must  neces- 
ave  a  discretion,  and  if  there  be  any  restriction  upon 
scretion,  where  none  is  expressed  by  the  donor  of 
rer,  the  only  restriction  that  can  be  required  is,  that 
acretion  should  be  £airly  exercised,  and  at  the  very 
that  it  should  be  executed  in  a  reasonable  manner ; 
cm  that  principle  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords 
h  V.  Doe  d.  Lord  Jersey  (a)  proceeded.  If  indeed  it 
e  shewn  that  expressions  apparently  of  a  general  na- 
id  allowing  a  certain  latitude  of  discretion,  have,  by 
e  of  legal  decisions,  received  a  limited  construction, 
idoubtedly  they  must  be  so  construed,  and  it  would 
nded  that  the  donor  of  the  power  used  the  words  in 
aited  sense ;  but  such  will  be  found  not  to  be  the  case 
iference  to  the  general  expressions  used  in  this  case, 
iher,  when  a  latitude  is  left  by  the  terms  of  the  power 
donee,  anything  more  is  required  than  the  exercise 
liscretion  honestly  and  without  fraud,  is  a  question 
lich  I  need  not  inquire. 

ill  be  sufficient  for  the  present  purpose  to  assume 
hen  there  is  such  a  latitude  it  must  not  only  be 
Lud  honestly  executed,  but  in  a  reasonable  manner, 
seeding  upon  that  assumption,  if  we  apply  these  rules 
words  of  the  power,  we  find  that  the  testator  has 
express  conditions  that  the  lease  should  not  exceed 
r-one  years ;  that  it  should  be  in  possession,  and  not 
vsion ;  that  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  that  can 
•sonably  had  shall  be  reserved  and  made  payable 
^  the  continuance  of  the  term;  that  there  should 


(a)  2  B.  &  B.  473. 
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made  dispunishable  by  express  words,  and  should  ezecul 

a  counterpart.  All  these  conditions  must  be  strictly  con 
plied  with,  for  they  are  expressed,  and  no  latitude  is  allowe 
to  the  donee  of  the  power.  These  have  been  complied  wit 
in  this  case,  for  the  provision  in  the  lease,  that  the  tenaol 
should  have  the  barns  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  thrashings 
and  until  the  1st  of  August  after  the  expiration  of  the 
term,  is  by  way  of  covenant  merely,  and  no  question  has 
been  made  on  this  ground  at  your  Lordships'  bar ;  but  the 
testator,  besides  these  conditions,  has  required  that  there 
should  be  a  clause  of  re-entry,  in  that  respect  leaving  a 
latitude  to  the  donee  of  the  power.  There  is  a  dause  d 
re-entry  in  the  lease,  if  the  rent  or  any  part  should  be  un- 
paid for  forty-two  days,  and  the  only  question  as  to  this  psil 
of  the  case  is,  whether  this  clause  is  a  reasonable  claoae. 
That  it  has  not  been  unfairly  inserted  is  clear.  I  thiol 
it  is  a  reasonable  clause,  sufficient  to  secure  the  due  pay- 
ment of  the  rent,  which  is  the  object  of  its  insertion;  and 
there  is  a  case  in  Willes's  Reports,  169,  Jones  v.  Vemey,  in 
which  there  was  a  clause  of  re-entry  on  the  rent  bdng 
unpaid  for  the  same  period  of  time,  to  which  no  objection 
was  taken,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  non-compliance  with 
the  terms  of  a  power  requiring  a  condition  of  re-entiy  on 
non-payment  of  rent  to  be  inserted  in  the  lease.  Indeed 
this  objection  was  not  insisted  upon  at  your  Lordships'  bar 
on  the  part  of  the  lessee  of  the  plaintiff,  though  taken  in 
the  Court  below. 

The  principal  ground  of  objection  was  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  rent  was  reserved  in  the  lease.  The  lease  was 
executed  on  the  14th  December,  1833,  and  was  to  hold 
from  the  11th  October  then  last,  at  a  rent  payable  half- 
yearly  on  6th  April  and  11th  October  in  each  year,  except 
the  last  half-year's  rent,  which  was  to  be  paid  on  the  Ist 
of  August.     It  was  not  contended  that  the  reservation  of 
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luJf  a  year's  rent  on  the  6th  April  was  bad^  though  half  HwueqfLorda, 

IQ4Q 

a  jear  would  not  then  have  elapsed^  the  case  of  hher-  ' 

w»dT.  Oldknow {a),  having  settled  that  point;  but  it  was 

itronglj  nif^ed  that  the  donee  of  the  power  had  no  right  to 

teKTfe  any  part  of  the  rent  by  anticipation^  and  that  the 

rent  most  be  so  reserved  as  that  no  part  of  the  estate  be- 

loDging  to  the  remainder-man  could  be  occupied  by  the 

knee  withont  paying  for  it^  and  that  any  other  mode  of 

leiervation  would  be  an  unreasonable  execution  of  the 

power^  and  therefore  void. 

The  main  question  in  this  case  is^  whether  this  principle 
of  construction  is  correctly  laid  down,  which  must  depend 
upon  the  anthorities  as  to  the  construction  of  similar  powers 
with  reference  to  the  reservation  of  rent.     In  the  absence 
of  all  anthorities  on  this  subject,  I  should  say  that  the 
donor  of  the  power,  having  imposed  no  restriction  as  to  the 
time  of  reservation  for  the  protection  of  the  remainder- 
man, left  the  donee  the  power  to  exercise  his  discretion 
therein,  and  if  so,  that  he  might  reserve  it  yearly,  half- 
jearly,  quarterly,  or  oftener,  as  he  thought  proper,  and 
payable  at  the  beginning  or  end  of  each  year,  half  year, 
or  quarter;  an  opinion  which  is  countenanced  by  that  of 
hari  HoU  and  Mr.  Justice  Powell  in  2  Lord  Raymond, 
1198.    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  go  so  far ;   but, 
proceeding  on  the  assumption  that  the  reservation,  to  be 
good,  must  be  both  fairly  made  and  reasonably  made,  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  the  reservation  in  this  case  was  a 
non-compliance  with  the  power,  even  supposing  that  the 
tenant  for  life  was  bound  to  look  only  to  the  interest  of 
the  remainder-man.     It  is  true  that  if  the  tenant  for  life 
had  died  in  the  last  year  of  the  term  between  the  1st  of 
Angust  and  11th  of  October  the  remainder-man  would  have 
lost  the  half-year's  rent.    On  the  other  hand,  if  the  tenant 


(a)  3  M.  &  Sel.  2S2. 
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H9Ui€ofLord9t  for  life  died  at  any  other  part  of  the  term^  which  is  a  much 
io<io.         inore  probable  events  the  remainder-man  would,  in  the  first 
place,  gain  bj  the  earlier  payment  of  the  last  half-year's 
rent  (unless,  indeed,  we  are  to  suppose  that  the  rent  would 
haye  been  a  little  more  if  it  had  been  made  payable  at  the 
end  of  the  half-year,  as  the  times  of  payment  may  affeo^ 
the  amount  of  the  rent  paid) ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  k% 
would  gain  by  having  the  certainty  of  securing  the  last 
half-year*s  rent  by  the  crops  and  produce  of  the  farm;  for    • 
if  it  had  been  reserved  payable  on  the  last  day,  the  tenant    ;i 
might  have  removed  all  his  crops  and  effects  from  the  &rm    ir 
before  the  rent  became  due,  and,  as  there  would  be  no    U 
power  by  law  to  distrain  on  the  crops  and  effects  so  i^    \t 
moved,  he  would  be  left  to  his  personal  remedy  against  tk    ji 
lessee.    This  is  the  reason  why  the  last  half-year's  rent    \. 
was  made  payable  before  the  end  of  the  term,  and  it  is  im-    't 
possible  to  say  that  it  is  not  a  reasonable  and  even  wise    t 
provision,  if  the  interests  of  the  remainder-man  alone  sie 
to  be  considered.     Can  any  one  say  that  he  would  not  have 
approved  of  such  a  reservation  if  he  had  been  consulted  by 
the  tenant  for  life  when  the  lease  was  prepared? 

I  therefore  conclude  that  this  reservation  is  fair  and 
reasonable,  and  therefore  good,  unless  it  could  be  shetm 
that  that  principle  is  not  to  be  adopted  in  this  case,  aod 
that  the  authorities  have  established  the  different  role  of 
construction  contended  for,  both  in  the  Court  below  and 
your  Lordships'  bar;  that  is,  that  no  reservation  can  be 
good  which  permits  an  occupation  of  any  part  of  the  re- 
mainder-man's estate,  without  remuneration  to  him ;  treat- 
ing the  rent  as  a  mode  of  payment,  the  purchase-money 
of  the  term  from  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder-ntB 
together,  which  ought,  it  is  contended,  to  be  paid  in  tbe 
proper  proportions  to  each. 

Upon  the  principle  of  the  supposed  rule,  strict  justice 
could  not  be  done  to  both  parties  without  reserving  a  reiit 
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payaUe  at  the  shortest  intervals  of  time^  nor  to  the  remain-  ffotueqfi^di, 

dosnan  without  reserving  a  lai^r  rent  for  the  summer 

or  more  productive^  than  for  the  winter  or  less  productive^ 

Uf-year^  so  that  lie  may  have  adequate  compensation; 

iot  in  truth  no  such  principle  is  to  be  found  in  any  of  the 

decked  cases  on  which  reliance  was  placed^  whatever 

flolomr  may  be  given  for  the  argument  in  the  dicta  and 

fiiprettions  of  some  of  the  judges.     In  Doe  v.  Giffard  (a), 

^here,  under  a  power  to  lease  reserving  the  best  yearly 

e&t^ «  leaae^  dated  the  14th  September^  for  twenty-one 

eafs  finom  the  date^  reserving  rent  upon  every  25th  March 

nd  29th  S^tember  during  the  term>  the  first  payment 

)  be  made  on  the  25th  March  next^  was  held  void^  there 

ras  half  a  year  for  which  no  rent  was  reserved  at  all. 

forty-one  half-yearly  payments  would  be  to  be  made  for 

i  twenty-one  years'  lease. 

In  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse  (6),  the  power  required  half- 
yeaily  payments,  and  the  Court  construed  the  power  as  if 
it  had  been  by  even  and  equal  half-yearly  payments,  or 
payments  for  even  and  equal  half-years ;  the  year  to  be,  as 
Bear  as  may  be,  equally  divided. 

The  principle  contended  for,  that,  if  any  part  of  the 
eitate  of  the  remainder-man  is  to  be  held  under  any  cir- 
cnButances  without  rent,  the  lease  is  necessarily  void,  is 
liot  the  ground  of  that  decision.  There  are  some  expres- 
Qons,  indeed,  used  by  the  judges,  particularly  by  Baron 
ficyfey,  which  give  some  countenance  to  the  argument  in 
support  of  that  doctrine,  but  no  more ;  they  are  unneces- 
wy  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  on  the  very  ground  on 
^liieh  he  puts  it,  and  it  by  no  means  follows  that  he  would 
Itave  made  use  of  similar  observations  in  a  case  where  the 
^^cmainder^man  may  have  a  benefit  by  the  reservation  of 
^  lent  before  the  end  of  the  term ;  and  the  principle  of 


(a)  5  B.  ft  A.  371. 


(b)  C.  &  M.  247. 
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H9iu9qflJirdMt  decision  laid  down  by  the  learned  judge,  and  on  whicli  he 
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professes  to  proceed,  is,  after  all,  that  the  requisites  of  the 
powers  must  be  substantially  and  honestly  complied  with. 

As  there  is,  therefore,  no  authority  for  the  position,  that 
on  such  a  reservation  as  this,  a  lease  is  necessarily  void  if^^^ 
there  be  any  part  of  the  estate  of  the  remainder-mai^:-;^^ 
which  may  be  occupied  without  payment  of  rent,  I  am 
opinion  that^  as  this  reservation  is  fair  and  reasonable,  tlkj 
lease  is  valid. 

My  Brother  Alderson,  who  was  not  in  the  Court  of  £^, 
chequer,  but  who  heard  the  argument  at  your  Lordshipr' 
bar,  desired  me  to  say,  at  the  close  of  the  argument,  tha^ 
he  was  of  opinion  that  this  was  a  due  execution  of  the 
power. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J. — My  Lords,  in  answer  to  your  Lordships' 
question  proposed  to  the  judges  in  this  case,  I  humblj 
offer  as  my  opinion  that  the  indenture  of  lease,  as  stated 
in  the  special  verdict,  is  not  a  valid  execution  of  the  power 
of  leasing  given  by  Benoni  Mallett. 

The  power  of  leasing  is  given  with  this  restrictum 
(amongst  others),  ''  so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there 
be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  continiiaoce 
thereof  the  best  improved  yearly  rent;"  and  by  the  redden- 
dum in  the  lease,  made  under  this  power,  the  yearly  rent  is 
made  payable  "  by  equal  half-yearly  payments  on  the  6th 
April  and  the  11th  day  of  October  in  every  year,  in  equal 
portions,  except  the  last  half-year's  rent,  which  is  hereby 
reserved  and  agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  day  of  Angost 
next  before  the  determination  of  the  said  term ;  ^  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that  the  reservation  under  which  the  \b^ 
half-year's  rent  is  made  payable  two  months  and  eletea 
days  before  the  expiration  of  the  last  half-year  is  no  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  of  the  leasing  power,  "  that  thereof 
shall  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  continuance 
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of  ibe  term/'    The  restrictions  of  the  exercise  of  a  power  Howeo/Lordw, 
ire  imposed  for  the  protection  of  the  remainder-man^ — not 
(^ibe  tenant  for  life ;  and  the  restriction  in  the  case  ''  to  a 
%t  reserved  and  made  payable  dnring  the  continuance  of 
the  tenn/'  is  essential  for  the  effectual  preventing  of  the 
tenant  for  life  from  making  any  portion  of  the  rent  payable 
by  anticipation^  and  appears  to  me  to  have  been  intended 
for  that  very  purpose ;  for  if  the  rent  for  any  given  portion 
of  the  year  is  made  payable  by  the  terms  of  the  lease  be- 
finre  the  expiration  of  such  portion  of  the  year^  no  part  of 
such  rent  can  be  said  to  arise^  or  grow^  or  to  be  a  continu- 
ing rent  during  the  remainder  of  that  portion  of  the  year 
after  such  payment  has  been  actually  made ;  and  there  is 
nothing  but  a  dry  occupation  by  the  lessee  without  rent  for 
the  residue  of  such  portion  of  the  year.     There  is^  there- 
fore, as  it  appears  to  me,  in  this  case,  a  direct  breach  of  the 
leasing  power;  a  breach  which  is  in  favour  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  and  consequently  averse  to  the  interests  of  the 
remainder-man ;  for  if  the  tenant  for  life  chances  to  die 
after  the  1st  of  August  in  the  last  year,  and  before  the  end 
of  the  term,  he  has  already  received  the  whole  of  that  half- 
year's  rent ;  or,  if  not,  it  would  go  to  his  executors;  whereas 
the  whole  half-year  ought  to  belong  to,  and  become  the 
the  property  of,  the  remainderman  under  the  usual  form  of 
reservation ;  and,  although  it  is  said  the  reservation  of  the 
last  half-year's  rent,  before  the  last  day  of  the  term,  is 
equally  beneficial  to  the  remainder-man  and  the  tenant 
for  Hfe,  inasmuch  as  it  gives  the  remainderman  a  power  of 
distraining  for  the  rent,  which  he  could  not  do  after  the 
expiration  of  the  term ;  yet  this  is  but  a  small  benefit  to 
the  remainderman,  who  would  have  all  his  remedies  against 
the  lessee  for  the  last  half-year's  rent,  except  that  by  dis- 
tress, if  the  rent  be  made  payable  in  the  ordinary  form  on 
the  last  day ;  whereas  he  incurs  the  certain  loss  of  the  whole 
ludf.year's  rent,  if  the  tenant  for  life  dies  as  above  supposed ; 
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H&uteqfLords^  and  I  would  cite  the  words  of  Mr.  Baron  Bayley^  in  the 
^®^^"         case  of  Doe  d.  Harris  v.  Morse,  whicli  case  appears  to  me 
to  agree  in  point  with  the  present : — "  It  is  said  that  these 
reservations  may  turn  out  for  the  benefit  of  the  remainders- 
man  ;  but  the  language  of  the  power  is  to  be  regarded,  and 
the  tenant  for  Hfe  is  not  to  throw  on  the  remainder-man^ 
without  his  sanction^  the  uncertainty  of  the  chances  whid^ 
may  turn  out  to  his  prejudice.'^     It  is  obvious,  that  undc^ 
this  mode  of  reservation^  the  lessee  might  occupy  afber  tl^^ 
death  of  the  tenant  for  life>  without  paying  any  rent  to  tk^e 
remainder-man^  which  never  could  have  been  intended  hy 
the  donor  of  the  power  to  lease. 

And  if  such  exercise  of  the  power  be^  as  I  conceive  it  ii^ 
against  the  meaning  of  the  power  itself^  so  also  the  weight  of 
the  authorities  is  against  holding  this  to  be  a  good  execu- 
tion of  the  leasing  power.  The  case  of  hherwood  v.  OH- 
know  {a)y  which  was  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  validity 
of  the  execution  of  this  power,  does  not,  when  considered, 
shew  it  to  be  good.  It  is  true,  the  objection  to  tiiie  le&M 
imder  a  similar  power  with  the  present  was  in  that  case 
that  it  reserved  the  first  half-year's  rent  on  the  11th  rf 
November^  whilst  the  lease  itself  was  only  dated  on  the 
15  th  of  October,  and  the  lease  was,  notwithstanding^  held 
good,  but  all  the  judges  rested  their  opinon  on  the  ground 
that  it  appeared  on  the  record  that  the  first  half-year's  rent 
was  reserved,  not  by  way  of  anticipation  of  the  rent  under 
that  lease,  but  for  the  bygone  occupation  of  the  premises  by 
the  same  tenant  before  the  commencement  of  the  lease; 
not  for  the  occupation  under  the  lease ;  so  that,  as  th^ 
said,  there  was  no  &aud  on  the  power.  The  case  of  Doe  d. 
Harris  and  others  v.  Morse  {b)  cannot  be  distinguished  in 
principle  firom  the  present,  and  appears  to  me  to  be  an  au- 
thority against  the  validity  of  the  lease  now  under  coo- 


(a)  3  M.      SeL  382. 


(b)  4  Tynr.  186. 
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^enitioii.    Hat  lease  was  held  bad  because  the  power  HounqfLordM, 
^fiiteted  the  rent  to  be  reserved  payable  half-yearly,  and  * 

Release  reserved  the  rent  payable  at  intervals,  which  did  not 
^rraqKMid  with  the  usual  half-yearly  days  for  payment  of 
f'^aoL  EYerj  obserration  made  by  Mr.  Baron  Bay  ley,  shews 
strongly  what  his  opinion  would  have  been  on  the  present 
^mae,  besides  the  observation  to  which  I  have  already  re- 
ferred.    "Tke  tenant  for  life,''  he  observes, ''  gets  a  year's 
rent  for  less  than  nine  months'  occupation.   That  may  be 
for  his  own  benefit,  but  by  it  he  deprives  the  remainder- 
man of  some  of  the  chances  he  might  have  had  of  receiving 
a.  portion  of  the  rent  had  it  been  made  payable  at  the  end 
of  the  year.*'   The  case  of  Doe  v.  Wilson  (a)  is  no  authority 
in  support  of  the  validity  of  the  execution  of  the  power 
now  under  consideration ;  for  although  one  objection  there 
taken  was,  that  the  rent  reserved  was  made  payable  at  an 
earlier  day  than  it  would  have  been  payable,  if  made 
payable  at  the  end  of  each  year,  yet  that  reservation  was 
held  good  solely  by  referring  to  former  leases  of  the  same 
premises  in  which  it  had  been  made  payable  on  the  same 
di^;  so  that  the  Court  held  the  usual  and  accustomed 
rent  to  have  been  received,  payable  in  the  usual  and  ac- 
cnstomed  manner;  whereas,  in  the  present  case,  there  was 
BO  evidence  whatever  either  of  the  terms  of  former  leases 
or  of  the  present  mode  of  reservation  of  the  last  half- 
year's  rent  being  agreeable  to  the  custom  observed  in  that 
pvt  of  the  country  where  the  lands  He,  even  if  such  evi- 
dence would  have  been  admissible.    And  as  to  the  dictum 
rf  Mr.  Justice  PoweU,  in  The  Queen  v.  Weston,  (to  which 
%  is  said  by  the  reporter  that  Chief  Justice  Holt  agreed), 
^.  ''that  if  a  man  had  a  power  to  make  leases,  reserving 
fte  antient  yearly  rent  annually,  yet  if  it  were  reserved  upon 
^  day  before  the  year  was  out,  as  if  the  year  ended  at  Christ- 

(a)  5B.&A.363. 
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HoMieqfLord9,  mas,  and  it  was  reserved  at  Michaelmas,  it  would  be  wel 

1843. 

pursuant  to  the  power ;"  I  think  it  improper  to  give  to  thi 

dictum^  which  was  merely  used  as  an  illustration^  the  fore 

of  a  well-considered  decision.     It  was  quite  uncalled  foi 

no  argument  heard  upon  it;  no  authority  cited  in  its  su] 

port. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think  the  weight  of  tb 

authorities  agrees  with  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  th 

terms  of  the  will  creating  the  power  in  support  of  tb 

opinion  which  I  offer  to  your  Lordships,  that  the  lease  ii 

not  a  valid  execution  of  the  power. 

On  the  18th  of  August,  1843,  the  following  judgment! 
were  pronounced  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lords,  wh< 
heard  the  argument : — 


Lord  Chancellor. — My  Lords,  the  question  in  thi 
case  is,  whether  the  lease  of  the  14th  of  December,  1833 
as  stated  in  the  special  verdict,  was  a  vaUd  execution  of  th< 
leasing  power  given  by  the  will  of  Benoni  Malleit.  It  wai 
one  of  the  restrictions  upon  the  power,  that,  upon  ever] 
lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during 
the  continuance  thereof  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  thai 
could  be  reasonably  had  for  the  same,  without  taking  an] 
sum  of  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect  o 
such  lease.  The  lease  was  made  on  the  14th  of  December 
1833,  for  twenty-one  years,  from  the  1 1th  of  October  pre 
ceding,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £903,  by  equal  half-yearlj 
payments,  viz.  on  the  6th  ot  April  and  the  11th  of  October 
in  every  year,  in  equal  portions  except  the  last  half-year' 
rent,  which  was  thereby  reserved  and  agreed  to  be  paid  oi 
the  1st  of  August  next  before  the  end  of  the  term.  It  i 
admitted  that  the  power  was  well  executed,  if  the  last  hair 
year's  rent  might,  consistently  with  the  restrictions  in  tk: 
power,  be  made  payable  on  the  1st  of  August, 
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^I^e  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Poioell  in  Regina  v.  Weston, 

^^gh  mentioned  merely  by  way  of  illustration,  and  in 

*^ich  Chief  Justice  Holt  concurred,  is  entitled  to  much 

T^^ntion.     It  is  expressly  in  point,  and  coincides  with  the 

^^  I  have  taken  of  this  question.     On  these  grounds. 


rrhe  power  requires  a  yearly  rent  to  be  reserved.     It  is  HouseqfLordi, 

clea.T  that,  under  and  consistently  with  this  power,  which 

sa3r8  nothing  as  to  the  time  of  payment,  the  yearly  rent 

mi^ht  have  been  reserved  and  made  payable  yearly,  half- 

yeakTly,  or  quarterly;  and  I  agree  with  what  was  said  by  one 

of  t:lie  learned  judges,  that  it  follows  as  a  consequence  that 

a  yearly  rent  means  a  rent  payable  within  each  year,  not 

payable  merely  at  the  end  of  the  year ;  and  the  reservation 

thereof  in  the  last  year  of  the  rent  on  the  first  of  Auffust, 

if  made  bond  fide y  which  is  not  controverted  in  the  present 

iiL8t:ance,  was  within  and  a  due  execution  of  the  power. 

Bixt  it  has  been  contended,  that,  as  the  yearly  rent  was  to 

be    reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  continuance  of 

the  term,  and  as  the  last  payment  was  by  the  provision  in 

the  lease  to  be  made  on  the  1st  of  August,  upwards  of  two 

xxxonths  before  its  expiration,  it  was  not  payable  during  the 

continuance,  that  is,  the  whole  continuance  of  the  lease, 

ancl  so  was  at  variance  with  the  power.     But  this  depends 

upon  what  is  meant  by  a  yearly  rent  reserved  and  made 

P&jable  during  the  continuance  of  the  lease. 

These  words,  I  think,  obviously  import  nothing  more 
than  this,  that  in  every  year,  as  long  as  the  lease  shall  en- 
d^ure,  a  yearly  rent  shaU  be  reserved  and  made  payable. 
If  this  be  the  true  interpretation  of  the  power,  it  is  clear 
there  has  been  no  infringement  of  the  restrictions.  The 
®^dent  motive  for  fixing  upon  a  day  for  payment  be- 
^'c  the  last  day  of  the  term  was,  to  ensure  the  right 
^*  distress  for  the  benefit  of  the  person,  whoever  he 
^%ht  be,  that  should  at  that  period  be  entitled  to  the 
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HounofLordMt  therefore^  I  recommend  to  your  Lordships  to  rereive  the 
1843.        judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber. 


Rutland 

V. 

Dos 

d. 

Wtths. 


Lord  Bbouoham. — My  Lords^  in  this  case  I  had  not 
an  opportunity  of  doing  more  than  considering  (he  (^ 
ions  of  the  learned  judges^  with  the  majority  of  whonii  m 
at  present  advised^  I  concur;  but  not  having  heard  the 
whole  of  the  argument^  having  been  obliged  to  be  at  the 
judicial  committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  I  shall  do  no 
more  than  say  that  I  entirely  agree  with  the  view  taken  of 
this  case  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend. 


Lord  Campbell. — ^My  Lords^  I  was  present  during  the 
whole  of  the  argument,  and,  as  my  duty  required,  very 
attentively  listened  to  what  was  ai^ed  on  both  sides,  and 
I  have  since  most  respectfully  perused  the  opinions  of  the 
learned  judges,  and  have  arrived  at  the  same  oondusion 
with  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to  be  reversed.  I  entirdj 
approve  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  which  the  acticm 
was  brought.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  meaning  of  the 
condition  imposed  by  this  leasing  power  was  merely  thit 
the  rent  during  the  term  should  be  reserved  in  respect  of 
the  whole  of  the  term,  and  that  the  rent  should  be  payaUe 
during  that  term,  and  if  those  two  requisites  were  observed 
there  was  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  mode  in  which  the 
power  was  exercised,  with  a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the 
estate,  and  the  lease  would  be  valid. 

Now,  here  it  is  clear,  that  a  rent  was  reserved  in  respect 
of  the  whole  term,  because  although  the  rent  was  to  be 
paid  on  the  1st  of  August,  it  was  with  refinrence  to  the  pe- 
riod at  which  the  term  concluded.  It  was  payable  within 
the  term,  because  it  was  payable  on  the  1st  of  August,  th^ 
daj  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term.  Then  was  not  it  a.- 
reasonable  execution  of  the  power? 
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A  qnestdon  was  put  to  the  bar,  whether,  if  the  rent  had  Howe  qf Lords, 
)een  reserved  on  the  first  day  of  every  year,  that  would  ^®^' 
lave  been  a  good  execution  of  the  power.  That,  my  Lords, 
night  be  very  doubtful,  because  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  if 
inch  a  condition  were  imposed  upon  the  tenant,  he  would 
lot  give  by  any  means  so  good  a  rent  as  he  would  if 
dlowed  to  occupy  for  the  whole  year,  and  to  cultivate 
lie  farm,  and  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  farm 
ix  months  before  any  rent  was  payable;  and  I  do  not 
mow  whether  that  would  be  at  all  consistent  with  the 
^d  management  of  the  estate;  I  think,  on  that  ground, 
hat  to  have  made  the  rent  payable  on  the  first  day  of  the 
'ear  would  not  have  been  a  reasonable  reservation.  But 
rhen  you  see  that  every  half-year's  rent  was  made  pay- 
ble  at  the  expiration  of  the  half-year  until  we  come  to  the 
ast  half-year's  rent,  and  that  that  was  reserved,  payable 
•n  the  1st  of  August,  for  the  reason  that  there  might 
>e  a  distress  when  the  crops  were  on  the  ground,  so  as 
0  enforce  the  payment,  it  was  clearly  for  the  benefit  of 
he  estate;  and  whether  the  tenant  for  life  or  the  re- 
oainder-man  might  take  advantage  of  it,  it  seems  to  me 
n  entire  compliance  with  the  power  of  leasing  contained 
n  the  previous  settlement.  There  is  no  reason  to  sup- 
KMe  that  the  settlor  looked  peculiarly  to  the  benefit 
ither  of  the  tenant  for  life  or  of  the  remainder-man. 
lis  anxiety  was,  that  a  lease  should  be  executed,  which 
hould  be  consistent  with  a  reasonable  management  of  the 
state,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who  was  in  the 
ccupation  of  the  estate,  whoever  he  might  be.  There 
ras  here  just  as  good  a  chance  that  it  might  be  for  the 
lenefit  of  the  remainder-man  as  for  the  benefit  of  the 
«nant  for  life.  Therefore,  upon  reason  and  upon  principle, 
C  have  no  doubt  that  the  power  was  well  executed. 

I  am  happy  to  think,  that,  although  there  was  some 
Kctum  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  which  was  referred  to,  which 
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MouseofLordif  is  not  Very  express  or  directly  in  point,  and  which  may 
'         explained  away,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have,  I 

sure  I  speak  with  the  most  sincere  respect  for  Mr.  Just^^ 
Bayley ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  I  am  to  weigh  his  auth^< 
ity  against  that  of  Mr.  Justice  Powell,  confirmed  by 
Holt :  I  must  say  that  his  authority  does  not  amount    ^^ 
an  equipoise ;  and  then,  if  we  do  look  at  principle,  it  sec^a-^y 
to  me,  with  ^eat  respect  for  the  opinion  of  the  dissentixa^ 
judges,  that  this  was  clearly  a  good  execution  of  the  power 
of  leasing. 


The  Lord  Chancellor  thereupon  moved,  that  the  jodlg- 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  be  reversed ; 
and  it  was  reversed  accordingly. 


Judgment  reversed - 
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Wilson  v.  Smith.  Jan.  11. 

IMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation. — Plea^  non  as-  An  instrument, 

which  operated 
t*  OS  a  lease,  re- 

he  trial  before  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  ^^oXltZl^^ 
for  the  county  of  Surrey,  it  appeared  that  the  pre-  J*\"«*i  f  ">P"- 

lation  that  the 

n  question  had  been  let  by  an  agreement  which  landlord  should 
d  as  a  lease,  at  a  rent  of  £50  a  year ;  and  that  the  pi'emises  for 
lent  contained  a  stipulation  that  the  plaintiff  should  ^^^^*  *"^ 
the  premises  for  £1000,  "  and  the  premiums  of  the  miums  of  in- 

•  T  nion'rv     surance  should 

lurance  shall  be  added  to  the  aforesaid  rent  of  £50,  be  added  to  the 
come  due  and  payable  in  like  manner  as  the  said  atld ^c^cdue 
md,  in  case  of  fire,  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  sum  so  •P^  payable  in 

^  like  manner  at 

the  rent : — 
Held,  that  this 
t  '*  deed  not  otherwise  charged,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  tit. 
'  but  was  properly  stamped  with  an  ad  valorem  lease  stamp  of  1/.  10«.,  as  on  a  rent 
t  £20  and  not  exceeding  iSlOO ;  and  that,  if  the  premiums  of  insurance,  added  to  the 
^ed  iSlOO,  it  lay  npon  the  party  seeking  to  impeach  the  instrument  to  shew  that  they 
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Exeh.  rf  Pieat,  insured^  or  any  part  thereof  that  may  be  received  ftom  tl^:-;^ 

insurance  office^  shall  forthwith  be  applied  to  the  rebuil^^^ 


ing  and  restoration  of  the  premises  so  insured.'' 
agreement  bore  a  stamp  of  1/.  IO9.  It  was  contended,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  that,  as  the  rent  was  not  certain^ 
it  did  not  fall  within  the  description  of  a  lease  provided  &t 
by  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  S,  c.  184,  adbedsle,  p«rt  1|  tit 
"  Lease,"  but  came  within  the  description  of  a  deed  *'  not 
otherwise  charged  for  in  this  schedule,"  (see  tit  '^  Deed'^j^ 
and  required  a  stamp  of  1/.  1 5s.  The  learned  Judge  resenred 
the  point,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Petersdorff  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
accordingly. 

Peacock  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  instrument  is  properlj 
stamped  as  a  lease,  and  falls  within  the  clause  in  the  sche- 
dule to  the  Stamp  Act,  tit.  "  Lease," — ''  where  the  yearly 
rent  shall  amount  to  £20  and  not  to  £100,-1/.  lOf.' 
Such  a  stamp  must  be  amply  sufiScient,  as  the  rent  ooold 
under  no  circumstances  amount  to  £100.  Unless,  there- 
fore, it  be  shewn  that  the  premiums  paid,  added  to  fhe 
rent,  do  in  fact  exceed  £100,  the  stamp  is  snffident.  If 
it  were  otherwise,  and  this  instrument  were  to  be  stsnpel 
with  a  1/.  15#.  stamp  as  a  deed  *^  not  otherwise  chargedi' 
the  ad  valorem  duty  would  not  be  payable,  and  the  sttff 
would  not  be  more  even  if  the  rent  were  £500  or  £1000; 
which  shews  that  the  defendant's  constmction  is  ii 


Petendorff,  in  mpport  of  the  rule. — ^Tfais  instmmeBl 
ought  to  be  stamped  as  a  deed  ''  not  otherwise  charged.* 
No  rule  can  be  deduced  from  the  effect  which  such  a  oob- 
struction  will  have  as  to  the  amount  of  the  stamp.  Tloi 
is  not  a  reservation  of  a  specific  pecuniary  rent,  bat  i 
is  an  agreement  to  pay  a  certain  specified   sum,  vitii 
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tt  nocertam  condition  appended  to  it*      The  oorenant  B*eh.  of  Pteut, 
to  iimaie,  and  the  agreement  that  the  premiums  shall  be 
idded  to  the  rent,  render  it  quite  unoertain  what  the 
loioant  of  rent  will  be,  since  the  premiums  vary  accord- 
\g  to  the  risk.    The  lessor  would  have  the  same  remedy 
r  the  recovery  of  the  insurance  as  he  has  for  the  £60 
bL    It  is  impossible  to  say  that  this  is  a  specific  rent 
£S0  or  any  other  specified  sum,  and  it  may  exceed 
100.     [Lord  Abbiffer,  C«  B.^^The  question  is,  on  whom 
e  burthen  of  shewing  that  lies«    Aldersonj  B. — ^At  com* 
HI  law  the  instrument  is  receivable,  but  by  the  stamp 
ITS  it  is  not,  unless  it  has  a  proper  stamp  affixed  to 
Then  the  person  who  objects  is  to  shew  that  it  is  not 
operly  stamped.]     The  case  of  Mouna^  v.  Stephemon  {a) 
ooeeded  on  the  ground  now  contended  for.    There,  by 
tides  of  agreement,  one  party  agreed  to  pay  the  other  a 
Led  salary,  and  the  other  agreed  not  to  set  up  a  chemises 
lop  within  a  certain  distance,  and  the  parties  were  mu- 
AaUy  bound  in  a  penalty  of  £600  to  perform  the  agree- 
leat;  the  instrument  was  held  to  require  a  stamp  of 
i.  15jl,  as  a  bond  ''not  otherwise  charged/'    And  in  Clay- 
Emiv.  Burien$haw{b)y  the  Court  appears  to  have  been  of 
)pimon^  that  the  instrument,  not  being  a  lease,  fisll  within 
Aie  description  of  a  deed  "  not  otherwise  charged/'  [Parke, 
B.— That  case,  as  it  seems  to  me,  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  present  question ;  the  instrument  there  was  held  not 
to  amount  to  a  lease,  because  no  term  was  stated.    This, 
in  truth,  is  a  lease  at  a  rent  of  £50,  with  a  contingent 
>dfition  of  an  uncertain  sum  for  the  premiums  of  insu- 
luioe;  and  is  not  that  covered  by  an  ad  valorem  stamp  of 
U  lOt.  ?    Aldersan,  B. — If  you  had  shewn  that  the  pre- 
niams,  with  the  rent,  amounted  to  more  than  £100,  it 
night  be  otherwise ;  but  you  do  not  shew  that.]     If  it  ap- 

(«)  7  B.  &  Cr.  403.  (6)  5  B.  &  C.  41  ;  7  D.  &  R.  800. 
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*.  rf  Pieoif  pears  on  the  fisice  of  the  documoDt  that  the  amooiit  o 

1844. 

is  uncertain^  it  is  not  within  the  schedule,  tit.  ''  Leai 

He  cited  Coster  v.  CowUng  (a). 

Lord  Abingbb,  C.  B. — It  does  not  appear  to  mi 
there  is  anything  to  shew  that  this  instrument  i 
sufScientlj  stamped.  Primft  facie,  the  stamp  is  sufS 
But  it  is  said  that  the  premiums  of  insurance,  added 
rent,  might  exceed  £100;  but  if  that  be  so,  it  lies 
the  party  objecting  to  the  instrument  to  shew  that 
was  the  fact.  That,  however,  has  not  been  done.  It  i 
be  that  the  landlord  would  not  insure  at  all. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Bex  \ 
derby  (&),  it  was  held  that  the  onus  of  impeachii 
instrument  for  want  of  a  stamp,  or  of  shewing  that  a  I 
stamp  was  necessary,  lies  on  the  party  who  objects 
being  received  in  evidence.  That  rule  applies  here.  ' 
is  a  lease  of  premises  at  a  rent  of  £50  a  year,  ai 
more :  there  is,  indeed,  a  stipulation  that  the  landloni 
add  the  premiums  of  insurance  to  the  rent,  but  it 
the  party  who  contends  that  this  makes  it  exceed  £\i 
shew  that  it  does  so. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  dischaig 

(a)  7  Bing.  456 ;  5  M.  &  P.  399.  (6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  91 
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1844. 

BoNYiELD  and  Another  v.  Bichard  Smith.  j^^^  13, 

JSBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  account  To  an  action 

SliaTeCL  the  defendant 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement  that  the  debt  be-  pJ**/*^  ^"J  ,^  , 

'^  abatement,  that 

came  due  firom  him  jointly  with  one  Walter  Smith,  who  ^^^  debt  be- 

is  still  alive,  and  not  from  the  defendant  alone. — ^The  repli-  him  jointly  with 

cation  traversed  the  joint  liabiHty.  l"p7ea?ed  at 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  ^e  trial,  that 

-  ,  ;       '  **      the  business  of 

After  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  action  the  defendant's 

Was  Irought  for  the  price  of  coals  delivered  to  the  defend-  ried  on,  with" 

Mit,  under  the  name  of  Bush  &  Co.    Some  time  previous  to  onhe"prai^n1Si, 

the  giving  of  the  order  for  the  coals  in  question,  the  part-  ""*!«'  ^^e 

__  ^  ,  ,  ■■  "Tk*  1       1    *>*"*©  o^"  Bush 

neratiip  consisted  of  one  Bush  and  the  defendant  Richard  &  Co./'  and 
Smith;  but,  upon  the  death  of  Bush,  in  the  year  1842,  sub-  of*the  gooli'm 
sei^cntly  to  which  the  coals  were  supplied,  Walter  Smith  JTadfoutT 
l^cciame  a  partner  with  his  brother,  the  defendant  Bichard  "  Bush  &  Co.," 
Sn^th,  and  so  continued  up  to  the  time  of  the  action.     It  the  real  part- 
VP^ared  that  Walter  Smith  had  not  himself  ordered  the  S'tw^^liTe 
w^l«,  and,  on  being  applied  to  for  payment,  referred  the  Jj^®S^*"jL;"* 

^  ^  W.  S>     The 

applicant  to  the  defendant  Bichard  Smith.     The  partner-  judge  directed 
8uip  name  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  invoices  the  partnership 
^ere  made  out  to  "  Bush  &  Co."     The  plaintiffs'  counsel,  ''^  '"""^   , 

*  r  ^    proved;  but 

^^^  the  purpose  of  proving  the  sole  liability  of  the  defend-  still,  that,  if  the 

av\«.  -  ,  ,  1    1         •   •  i»  defendant  gaye 

***^,  proposed  to  put  to  a  witness,  who  proved  the  giving  of  the  piaintiflfi 
*e  order,  the  following  question:  "With  whom  did  you  JieTe'*"ha**the" 
deal;"  but  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  wit-  alone  consti- 

'  ...  tuted  the  firm  of 

'^^^a  could  not  be  allowed  to  give  his  belief,  but  that  he  Bush  &  Co.,  he 
^^^t  state  the  facts  which  might  form  the  foundation  of  n^bie :— fl>w, 
^cli  a  belief;  and  held  the  question  to  be  inadmissible.  J?*^  ^*^*  ^^^V:' 

•t|.,  '  ^  tion  was  right, 

**^«  Lordship,  in  summing  up  the  case,  told  the  jury,  that  •«<>  that  the 

not  liable  un- 
less he  alone 
^^  constituted  the  firm,  or  so  held  himself  out  to  the  plaintiffs. 

^1^       ^'ci,  also,  that,  with  a  view  to  prove  the  defendant's  sole  liability,  the  witness  who  proved 
21^^  Siiring  of  the  order  could  not  be  asked  the  question,  '*  With  whom  did  you  deal,"  but  that 
Pi'oper  inquiry  was  as  to  the  acts  done. 
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Exch.  of  Pieokt  the  partnership  between  Richard  and  Walter  Smith  n 

^   ^^'   .     fully  established  by  the  evidence ;  but  still,  that,  if  the  d 

BoNFULD      fendant  gave  the  plaintiffs  reason  to  believe  that  he  alo 

Smith.       Constituted  the  firm  of  Bush  &  Co.,  he  would  be  soh 

liable.    The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant, 

Martin  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  ( 
misdirection,  and  the  rejection  of  evidence  which  ought  t 
have  been  received. — First,  the  question  for  the  jury  wai 
not  whether  the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiffs  reason  to  be 
lieve  that  he  alone  constituted  the  firm  of  Bush  &  Co.,  bu 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plain 
tiffs  had  reasonable  ground  for  thinking  so.  That  was  th 
principle  upon  which  Lord  Tenterden^  C.  J.,  acted  in  I 
Mautort  v.  Saunders  {a).  His  Lordship  in  that  case  told  tli 
jury,  that  "it  was  a  question  for  them  upon  the  evidence,  wb 
ther  the  holder  of  the  bill  might  reasonably  have  considert 
that  the  defendant  alone  constituted  the  house  of  Saunder. 
Brothers,  &  Co.  j  if  he  had  reasonable  ground  so  to  t^ 
then  he  must  be  taken  to  have  contracted  with  them  aloni 
and  in  that  case  the  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  plaintiff. 
So,  the  proper  question  for  the  jury  here  was,  whether 
from  the  conduct  of  the  parties, — Richard  Smith  alone  hav 
ing  given  the  order  for  the  coals, — the  plaintiffs  had  rea 
sonable  ground  to  think  that  he  alone  constituted  the  firm 
\Alderson,  B. — Richard  Smith  gave  you  no  reason  to  be 
lieve  that  he  alone  constituted  the  firm.]  Here  there  an 
two  persons  carrying  on  business  under  a  name  which  ii 
assumed  for  the  purpose,  and  one  of  those  persons  aloD< 
interferes  in  the  business;  is  he  to  be  allowed  to  tun 
round  and  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  claim,  by  shewing  tha) 
another  party  is  liable  with  him  ?  The  case  of  DeMautor 
v.  Saunders  is  identical  with  the  present.  There,  there  wai 
a  secret  partner,  as  there  appears  to  have  been  here 
Richard  Smith  being  the  only  person  dealing  with  tb< 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  398. 
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intiSt;  Bad,  aecordiitsr  to  the  rmling  of  Lord  Tenlerden,  Awff.  qfPikn, 

1R44 

he  plaiBtiflb  had  reasonable  ground  to  think  that  the 
ndant  alone  constituted  the  firm  of  Ba&  &  Co*^  then 
nust  be  taken  to  have  contracted  with  them  alone. 
"ie,  B. — Lord  TaUerdai^M  direction  would  be  perfectly 
wif  if  you  add  the  wonb  '^  from  the  conduct  of  the 
idants^''  and  then  the  passage  would  stand  thus :  ''  if 
■d  vemaooablr  gpround  to  beUevei  from  the  ccmduct  of 
efisndKuta/'  &&  AUUrmm,  B.— Can  you  ssiy  that  any- 
l  ma  done  by  the  defendant  to  induce  the  plaintiffs 
iiicinBihat  they  were  dealing^  with  him  akne?  I  think 
[  It  is  submitted,  that  Lord  TenUrden^B  direction  was 
xt  in  point  of  law^  and  that  it  must  be  interpreted 
rdiiig  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  it. 
^condly,  as  to  the  rqectioA  of  evidence.  It  is  submitted^ 
the  {daintift'  counsel  had  a  right  to  ask  the  question, 
ith  whom  did  you  deal?''  The  question  in  effect  was, 
id  you,  when  you  dealt  finr  these  coals,  deal  with  Ri* 
"d  Smith  alone,  and  did  you  beUeve  that  you  were 
ing  with  any  one  else  V^  Where  a  person  gives  an  order 
joods,  and  gives  it  in  his  own  name,  the  other  person 
wing  nothing  of  the  firm,  it  is  a  legitimate  question, 
id  yon  deal  with  that  person  alone?''  [Lord  Abunger, 
i. — ^The  plaintiffs  only  dealt  with  an  individual,  but 
;  individual  might  have  a  partner.]  The  point  in  issue 
,  as  appears  from  Staimfield  v.  Levy  (a),  whether  the 
ntiffs  contracted  with  one  brother  or  with  both,  and  the 
stion  was  directly  relevant  to  that  issue.     [Aldersan,  B. 

thought  the  question  ambiguous,  as  it  might  mean 
f  ith  whom  did  ytm  teUeve  you  dealt  ?"     My  note  is, 

thought  the  result  of  the  witnessf's  inquiries  was  not 
dence."  Parke,  B. — It  was  only  another  mode  of  get- 
g  hearsay  evidence.  It  is  not  because  a  person  has  a 
t*ODable  ground  to  Believe  that  he  is  or  is  not  dealing 

(a)  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  8. 
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Exeh.  of  Plena,  with  particular  persons  as  partners,  that  they  are  then 

ble  as  sach,  or  not ;  the  question  is,  whether  they  have  h^jj^ 
themselves  out  as  such.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  this  is  a  perfectly  dear 
case,  and  that  the  learned  Judge  was  right  on  both  poistk 
The  question  proposed  to  be  put,  ''  With  whom  did  yon 
deal  V*  was,  in  my  opinion,  much  too  vague  and  general  to 
be  admissible.  The  witness  might  properly  have  been  siked 
as  to  any  particular  acts  that  were  done  by  the  parties,  bat 
to  ask  him,  with  whom  did  he  deal,  was  an  attempt  to 
get  in  evidence  that  amounted  to  hearsay.  As  to  the  other 
point,  if  a  person,  contracting  with  another  for  goods,  de- 
livers an  invoice  made  out  to  a  firm,  and  nothing  is  said  u 
to  the  persons  composing  the  firm,  he  takes  his  chance  wbo 
are  the  partners  in  that  firm ;  he  makes  the  contract,  in- 
deed, personally  with  the  individual  he  deals  with,  but  lie 
takes  his  chance  as  to  the  persons  who  constitute  the  finoi 
and  are  liable  to  him.  If,  indeed,  the  party  represents  him- 
self as  the  only  person  composing  the  firm,  an  action  maybe 
brought  against  him  alone ;  or  if,  on  being  asked  as  to  wlio 
his  partners  are,  he  refused  to  give  any  information,  thit 
might  be  evidence  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  he  did  not 
hold  himself  out  as  solely  liable.  But  a  party  cannot  sao* 
ceed  against  one  of  several  partners,  because  he  suffom 
him  to  be  alone  liable ;  it  ought  to  be  shewn  either  that 
the  defendant  is,  in  point  of  fact,  solely  liable,  or  that  he 
has  represented  himself  to  be  so.  In  the  present  case,  aa 
the  plaintiffs  knew  that  they  were  dealing  with  the  firm  d 
Bush  &  Co.,  it  was  their  duty  to  have  satisfied  themsehres 
as  to  the  parties  of  whom  that  firm  consisted. 

Parke,  B. — I  concur  entirely  with  my  Lord  Chief  Baron» 
that  this  rule  ought  to  be  refused.  "This  is  a  plea  in  abate* 
ment,  and  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove  it ;  and  be 
does  so,  by  shewing  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract  the 
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ED  OQDssted  of  Bichard  and  Walter  Smith.  It  is  clear  Exdk.  of  PUaa, 
t  the  plaintiffs  intended  to  trust  Bush  &  Co.,  for  at  the  vJlf^ 
2  of  the  contract  that  was  known  to  them  to  be  the 
le  of  the  firm,  and  the  invoices  were  made  out  in  that 
e;  the  persons,  therefore,  who  at  that  time  constituted 
irm  were  the  parties  liable.  Unless  the  plaintiffs  could 
'  that  the  firm  of  Bush  &  Co.  consisted  of  the  defend- 
ovly,  or  that  the  defendant  held  himself  out  as  the 
person  composing  the  firm,  they  were  not  entitled  to 
ied ;  and  there  was  no  evidence  to  that  effect.  If  the 
itiffs  wished  to  have  the  defendant's  sole  responsibility, 
ought  to  have  obtained  his  consent  to  the  invoicing 
e  goods  to  him  only;  but,  instead  of  this,  they  invoice 
L  to  Bush  &  Co.,  and  take  the  chance  of  Bichard  Smith, 
lefendant,  being  the  only  person  who  traded  under  that 
The  case  of  De  Mautort  v.  Saunders  {a)  is  consistent 
this  view  of  the  case,  for  there  it  was  clear  that  the 
idants,  by  their  conduct,  held  themselves  out  as  solely 
e;  so  that  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable 
nd,  from  the  acts  of  the  defendants  themselves,  for 
iving  that  they  alone  constituted  the  house  of  Saund- 
Brothers,  &  Co.  But  that  was  not  the  case  here.  As 
le  other  point,  I  think  it  was  only  a  dexterous  mode  of 
npting  to  get  in  hearsay  evidence. 

LDEBSON,  B. — ^The  facts  of  the  case  at  the  trial  ap- 
ti  to  me  to  be  these :  that  the  plaintiffs  dealt  with  the 
ndant  Bichard  Smith,  thinking  they  were  dealing  with 
and  another  person,  but  not  knowing  that  it  was  Wal- 
Smith.  And  certainly  the  defendant  gave  them  no 
on  to  believe  that  he  alone  constituted  the  firm  of 
h  &  Co. 

'URNEY,  B. — ^The  plaintiffs,  having  dealt  with  the  firm 

(a)  IB.  8c  Ad.  398. 
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Bxek.  of  PlsoH  of  Bttsh  &  Co.,  Were  bound  to  shew,  cither  thit  the  drfoi^ 

\QAA 

ant  was  Bush  &  Co.^  or  that  he  held  himself  out  as  su^ 
and  they  fiiiled  in  estaUishing  either  of  those  propositioxu 
As  to  the  question  attempted  to  be  put  by  Mr.  Martui^ 
that  was  only  a  mode  of  obtaining  hearsay  eiridenee  as  te 
who  were  the  parties  oomposii^  the  firm  of  Bush  &  CSa 

Bule  refused. 


Jan.  13.  AllARD  v,  KiMBERLEY. 

A  decUration  i^OVENANT. — The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiffj 
8tated*"hat  the  ^^^^^^g  possesscd  of  a  piccc  of  land  for  the  term  of  ninety- 
P'*^"^^*^*"«  nine  years,  mortgaged  it  to  certain  persons  of  the  name  of 
tain  land  of  Bcuson  and  Howcll,  for  the  sum  of  £100^  in  consideratioD 
possessed,  to  of  that  sum  advanced  by  them  to  him  by  way  of  loan,  sab- 
ment  of  £iO(f '  j®^^  *^  ^  proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  of  £100  and 
and  interest,      interest.    It  then  alleged,  that  the  plaintiff  sold  the  land  to 

sold  the  same 

to  the  defend-  the  defendant,  subject  to  the  mortgage  and  to  the  payment 
the  moit^ge,**  ^^  *^®  £100  and  interest ;  that  the  defendant  covenanted 
mwt  of^he^*^'  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  sum  of  £100  and  interest, 
j(?ioo  and  in-     and  from  the  same  and  all  covenants  and  agreements  for 

terest ;  that  the  ^    , 

defendant  cove-  payment  01  the  same,  and  all  costs,  damages,  and  expenses 

the  Mroe*  and  Occasioned  by  the  non-payment  and  non-observance  thae- 

*°  ^*t.^*u  *  of,  to  keep  the  plaintiff  harmless  and  indemnified.   Breach, 

less  and  indem-  that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  principal  sum  of  £100 

payment  there-  ^^^  interest,  nor  indemnified  the  plaintiff  from  non-paj- 

oaawioned  b*'^*  Dient  of  the  samc  and  costs,  in  this,  to  wit,  that  the  plain* 

the  non-pay.  tiff  was  called  upou  to  pay  the  surviving  mortgagee  the 

Breach,  that 

the  defendant  had  not  paid  the  ;f  100  and  interest  to  the  mortgagee.  Plea,  that,  before  the 
plaintiff  was  called  upon  to  pay  tho  j^lOO  and  interest,  the  plaintiflP  petitioned  the  luolveat 
Court  for  his  discharge,  but  did  not  insert  the  said  debt  of  j^IOO  in  bis  schedule,  and  thstb» 
liability  to  pay  the  mortgagee  arose  solely  in  consequence  of  his  wrongful  omission  to  insert  ike 
debt  in  his  schedule.  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  defendant  on  that  plea — Helij  tint 
the  plea  was  bad,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  nan  obstante  veredicto. 
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tnd  mn  (rf'jElOO  and  interest,  and  had  incurred  the  eorts  Bxeh.  o/pum, 
of  a  certain  action  broaght  against  him  by  the  mortgagee  *  ^ 

ta  recover  the  same.  Allabd 

To  this  decburation  tke  defendant  pleaded,  (inter  alia)^  Kimbbrlbt. 
ibty  be&re  the  plaintiff  waa  eaUed  upon  to  pay  the  said 
mm  of  jfilOO  and  iMiereat^  he,  the  plaintiff,  petitioned  the 
hMolvent  Coart  for  his  discharge,  bat  did  not  insert  in  his 
adiedule  the  said  debt  ef  £100,  or  any  description  of  the 
inortgsgees  to  whom  the  same  was  due }  that  the  plaintiff 
V8ft  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act  before  he  waa 
called  apon  to  pi^  tiie  £100,  and  that-his  liability  to  pay 
the  mortgage  arose  solely  in  consequence  of  his  wrongful 
tnd  impn^r  omission  to  insert  in  his  schedule  the  debt 
10  due  as  in  the  indenture  of  mortgage  mentioned. 

^e  cause  was  tried  before  Tmdid,  C.  J.,  at  the  last 

Summer  Assizes  for  Surrey,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for 

^  defendant  on  the  above  plea.    A  rule,  however,  was 

^^^ned,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  for  judgment  for  the 

Pbintiff  non  obstante  veredicto,  against  which 

J^i  now  shewed  cause. — The  damage  which  the  plain- 
^  has  sustained  arose  from  his  own  act.  Beyond  aU 
^eation  he  remained  liable  on  the  mortgage,  and  it  was 
^  duty  to  have  inserted  that  debt  in  his  schedule  j  and 
^^ing  neglected  to  do  so,  he  cannot  call  upon  the  defend- 
^t  to  indemnify  him  against  a  liability  which  he  has 
biooght  upon  himself.  [Parke,  B. — The  question  is,  whe- 
**H*  there  was  any  duty  imposed  on  the  plaintiff,  by  his 
^^^^tract  with  the  defendant,  or  by  the  general  law,  to  in- 
^^>t  that  debt  in  his  sdiedule.]  The  defendant  here  merely 
^'^ood  in  the  situation  of  surety  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed,  by  an  act  of  his  own,  to  create 
^  Uibility  in  the  defendant  to  pay  this  sum.  There  was  a 
^^^  imposed  on  him  by  law  to  make  a  true  statement  to 
^^  Insolvent  Court,  and  if  he  had  done  so  he  would  have 
*^^^  firesd  from  this  daim.    [Farhe,  B^ — ^AU  this  has  been 
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Stek.  rf  Pkat,  brought  upon  the  plaintiff^  because  the  defendant   dm^ 

-     not  pay  the  debt  at  the  time  it  ought  to  have  been  p«£d' 

Allakd       rphe  defendant  is  to  shew  that  a  duty  was  cast  on  Hm^ 

KiMBSRLST.  plaintiff  by  the  act  of  Parliament  to  insert  this  debt  i^ 
his  schedule :  there  is  no  duty  imposed  by  the  oontracU-lJ 
Such  a  duty  is  created  by  the  act.  The  prisoner  is  boua^^ 
by  the  69th  section  to  deliver  in  a  schedule,  setting  oi^^^ 
his  debts,  and  if  he  does  not,  he  will  remain  liable  to 
sued  for  those  debts :  but  is  he  to  incur  that  liability 
his  own  wrongs  and  then  call  upon  another  to  indemnify 
him  from  the  consequences  of  it  ?  Surely  not.  The  alli^^ 
gation  in  the  plea,  which  has  been  found  for  the  defendan^^^ 
excludes  the  supposition  that  he  did  it  rightfully;  for  mi 
alleges  that  his  liability  arose  in  consequence  of  his  wrangg-- 
ful  omission  to  insert  the  debt  in  his  schedule  only. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  tixe 
Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plea  in 
bad,  aud  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  Kthe 
plaintiff  omitted  to  insert  any  of  his  debts  in  his  schedule, 
he  would  thereby  render  himself  liable  to  be  called  upon  to 
pay  them,  but  he  was  not  bound  to  insert  this  debt  in  las 
schedule,  in  order  to  save  the  defendant  from  his  liability 
to  pay  it.  He  transferred  the  land  to  the  defendant,  sab* 
ject  to  the  mortgage,  the  defendant  covenanting  to  pay 
the  mortgage  money ;  he  was  therefore  justified  in  sop^ 
posing  that  the  defendant  would  pay  it,  as  he  ought ;  aod 
he  might  with  a  safe  conscience  omit  to  insert  it  in  hi* 
schedule,  and  was  perfectly  justified  in  doing  so. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad* 
The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely  on  the  defendant's  cove- 
nant to  pay,  and  to  indemnify  him  from  the  pajrmeat  of 
the  money,  and  was  not  obliged  to  insert  the  debt  in  bis 
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schedide.    He  could  not  be  bound  to  do  so.  unless  lie  was  ^^a*  </  ^'«»> 

under  such  an  obligation,  either  by  his  own  contract,  or  by  ^  '   ^ 

the  general  law  of  the  land.    No  such  contract  is  expressed       Allard 

on  the  £Etce  of  the  deed ;  and  although  the  policy  of  the    Km  birlet. 

Insolrent  Act  requires  a  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of 

its  provisions  to  insert  all  his  debts  in  his  schedule,  that 

proceeds  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  protection  to  him- 

kI4  and  if  he  omits  to  insert  any  debt,  the  penalty  is  that 

He  is  not  discharged  from  it,  and  that  is  all.     But  the  act 

does  not  impose  any  duty  as  between  these  parties,  and 

therefore,  as  against  the  defendant,  the  omission  to  insert 

thia  debt  was  not  a  wrongful  act,  so  as  to  discharge  him 

from  his  liability.  It  occurred  to  me  that  an  insolvent  might 

P^rliaps  be  bound,  even  as  against  all  the  world,  to  insert 

his  debts  in  his  schedule;  but,  on  referring  to  the  case  of 

Binaard  v.  Bartolozzi  (a),  which  was  in  my  mind  at  the 

tisie,  I  find  it  has  no  bearing  on  the  present  case.    The 

deTendant  has  no  cause  of  complaint :  if  he  had  paid  the 

deb^  as  he  contracted  to  do,  he  would  have  saved  himself 

"^i)[i  liability.    By  his  neglect  to  do  so,  he  has  brought  the 

'B^^chief  on  himself.    After  the  defendant  had  undertaken 

^   be  responsible  for  the  debt,  the  plaintiff  might  well 

^'''^t  to  insert  it  in  his  schedule.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 

^^t  the  plea  is  bad,  and  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  made 

*^olute. 

AxDEK80N,B. — ^The  plaintiff  is  the  only  person  who  is  pre- 
I^diced  by  his  omission  to  insert  his  debts  in  the  schedule, 
^e  defendant  would  not  have  been  injured  if  he  had  per- 
'^^'nned  his  contract ;  and  if  the  debt  had  been  inserted  in 
file  plaintiff's  schedule,  the  defendant  would  not  have  been 
^■^titled  to  perform  his  contract  in  a  less  onerous  manner. 
^e  only  party  towards  whom  the  plaintiff  was  under  the 

(a)  6  Car.  &  P.  13. 
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Sfeh.  4  PUta,  duty  of  inserting  the  debt  was  the  creditor.    The 
.   ^^^'   .     no  general  obligation  as  to  the  rest  of  the  world. 

AliLARD 

KiMBsiLLST.        OuBNET,  B.,  concurred. 

Buleabso! 


Jan.  12.         The  Earl  of  Stamford  and  Wabbington  v.  Dui 

and  Others. 

Under  the  46th  1  HIS  was  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  plain 
liThrcommu.  ^d  certain  counts  to  an  issue  delirered  under  the 
?S?S//^'^J^    Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  71,  s.  46,  und 

7  will.  4,  C.71,   ^  „       .  .  , 

«  pmrty  claim-  foUowmg  circumstanccs : — 
emitieTto^ap-        ^^^  M&i^  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales 

dTil^slrbstln-  P^^  ^^  yyvoixHi  notice,  that  they  would  proceed  to  as 

tiaiiy  made  and  award  the  sum  to  be  paid  by  way  of  rent-chai 

the  commis.  stcad  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Marshfield,  in  the 

a^Mtv^hich  ^^  Leicester,  an  assistant  commissioner  attended  f 

?on«  hM^de-  P^P<»«  <>^  ^^  26th  October,  1841.     The  plaintiff 

tided:  and  if,  presented  before  the  commissioners  by  his  attomf 

uLrar/lf'  stated  that  he  was  the  owner  of  certain  farms  wit] 

h^eVM^^Tmcd  W^"^*  o»«  containing  151  a.  8  r.  85  p.,  or  there 

the  modus  In  called  the  Over  Laund,  otherwise  Marshfield  Law 

different  ways      ^^  .  ,  . 

before  the  com-  Cramp's  Close,  with  the  meadows  thereto  belongii 
eIltitled^'o  have  ^^^^  ^  ^  occupatiou  of  Samucl  Burchuall ;  of 
in  dtffewilr^  *'  containing  146  a.  2  r.  3  p.,  or  thereabouts,  of  a  fam 
ways  accord,  occupatiou  of  Edward  Astell,  and  which  was  pan 
If  the  deci-  district  or  park  called  Groby  Park,  and  heretofore 
j!^mmL?oner  ^  ^^  Li^^e  Parks  J  and  of  a  close  called  Hunf  s  C 
•gainsi  the        Dawkius's  Close,  containing  9  acres,  or  thereaboul 

modus  go  be-  ^  o  / 

yond  the  claim   occupied  by  Edward  Astell :  and  he  insisted  that  tl 

made  before  •         -i  i>  11  1 

him,  it  is  Told  mentioned  farm  was  covered  by  a  modus  or  customt 
pro  tanto.  ^^j^^  -^^  jj^^  ^^  tithes,  payable  on  the  1st  January  i 
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jmr;  that  the  Little  P«rk  was  covered  by  a  similar  modos;  Sxek.  of  PUa$, 

lad  that  Hunf  •  Close  was  covered  by  a  modus  of  M.,     ^  ^^' 

iayibie  yearly  on  the  1st  Jaxmary.     The  commissioner 

noeeded  to  hear  evidence  therenpmi,  and  snbsequently 

rapared  the  draft  of  an  award,  whereby  he  found  in 

Toar  of  all  the  above-mentaoned  claims  of  modus,  in  the 

rms  of  them.     Notice  was  given,  appointing  the  4th 

archy  1842,  for  holding  a  meeting  to  hear  objections  to 

e  draft  award;  and  on  thai  day  a  meeting  was  hdd 

cordingly  before  another  of  the  assistant  commissioners, 

len  varioms  objections  were  stated  on  the  part  of  the 

hudants,  the  tithe  owners.    A  further  notioe  was  givien 

r  the  lAth  of  April,  when  evidence  was  given  on  the  pert 

'Ae  defendants  to  invalidate  the  moduses.  On  the 
th  September  foUowing,  theassistant  commissioner  aaade 
I  decision  in  writing,  by  whidi,  afi)er  stating  tiie  several 
ums  of  attdua,  as  set  forth  above,  he  determined  that 
i«re  was  not  a  modus  of  8^.  4tf.,  or  qf  any  ether  mtm  tf 
meif^  payable  on  the  1st  Jannaiy  in  every  year,  or  at  any 
ther  time  of  the  year,  instead  of  the  tithes  of  the  Gtoby 
Wk;  that  there  was  not  a  modns  of  2^.,  or  of  any  odier 
am  of  money,  payable  on  the  1st  of  January,  or  at  any 
ime  of  the  year,  instead  of  the  tithes  of  Hnnf  s  Close ;  and 
l»t  there  was  not  a  modus  of  S«.  4iif.,  or  of  any  other  snm 
)f  iMmej,  payable  on  the  1st  of  January  in  every  year,  or 
It  any  time  of  the  year,  instead  of  the  tithes  of  the  lands 
ailed  Over  Lannd,  odierwise  Marsfafield  Launds  or  Cramp's 
CUse. 

It  appeared  that  the  evidence  laid  before  the  assistant 
commissioner  in  support  of  the  larger  modus  consisted 
intiy  of  certain  receipts,  in  which  the  amount  varied, 
Wiag  stated  in  seme  to  be  8«.  4c/.,  and  in  others  8#.  M. : 
tke  times  of  payment,  and  the  lands  in  respect  of  whidi 
H  Vis  payable,  were  also  differently  stated :  and  it  was 
ivom  in  the  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  on  which 
^  rule  was  obtained,  that  there  was  great  difficulty  in 
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Eseh.  of  PUat,  ascertaining  the  precise  sums  payable  by  way  of  modit^^ 

and  the  times  when  payable,  and  the  lands  or  estates  i 


Earl  of       respect  of  which  they  were  payable,  and  that  he  did  not  ii 

Stamford  ^  J  r  j         f  ^^ 

tend,  when  he  claimed  the  said  exemptions,  to  be  confine^^^ 


V. 
DUNBAK. 


to  the  precise  description  of  the  modus  which  ezem] 
the  lands  from  payment  of  tithes  in  kind,  but  that  tL^ 
eyidence  produced  was  submitted  to  the  commissioner,  h 
order  that  he  might  form  his  opinion  whether  any  an< 
what  exemption  from  payment  of  tithes  in  kind  by  reaso: 
of  any  modus  or  moduses  was  established. 

The  plaintiff,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  thi.c 
commissioner,  brought  this  action  against  the  defendants, 
pursuant  to  the  46th  section  of  the  Tithe  C!ommatatioii 
Act,  and  delivered  a  feigned  issue,  containing  the  following 
counts : — 

1st.  Whether  a  modus  of  Ss.  4J.  is  payable  yearly  to  the 
rector  for  the  time  being  of  the  parish  of  Marshfield,  by  thB 
occupier  or  occupiers  of  a  certain  farm  in  the  said  pariib, 
called  the  Little  Park,  otherwise  the  Little  Park  of  Groby, 
in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arising  from  the  said  farm. 

2nd.  The  same,  only  stating  the  amount  of  the  modn^ 
to  be  Ss.  6d, 

3rd.  Whether  a  modus  of  Ss,  4ad,  is  payable  yearly  t(^ 
the  said  rector,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes  arising  from  certaiDfr— 
lands  in  the  said  parish,  in  the  possession  or  occupation  oE^ 
one  Edward  Astell. 

4th.  The  same,  stating  the  modus  to  be  8#.  6if. 

5th.  Whether  a  modus  of  2d,  is  payable  yearly  to  the     ^ 
said  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arising  from  a  certain  dose 
in  the  said  parish,  called  Hunt's  Close. 

6th.  Whether  a  modus  of  8«.  6d,  is  payable  yearty  to  ^ 
the  said  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arising  from  certain  ^ 
lands  in  the  said  parish,  called  Over  Laund,  otherwise  ^ 
Marshfield  Launds,  with  the  meadow  thereto  belonging,  ^ 
and  Cramp's  Close,  with  the  meadow  thereto  belonging. 

7th.  Whether  a  modus  of  3«.  M.  is  payable  yearly  to  the 
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.d  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arisine  from  certain  lands  ^^^^  9f  P^^s, 

1R44 

*t;be  said  parish^  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  one  ^  '  - 

onuel  Borchnall.  ^  2"^  ^ 

STAMFOaO 

8tn.  Whether  a  modus  of  Ss.  Ad.  is  payable  yearly  to  the  v. 

i.d  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arising  from  certain  lands 
Ued  Over  Laund,  otherwise  Marshfield  Laund,  and  Cramp's 
LOse,  with  the  meadows  thereto  belonging. 

9th.  The  same  as  the  7th,  but  stating  the  modus  to  be 
r.  4rf. 

^e  defendants  returned  the  issue  considerably  altered, 
id  reduced  to  the  three  counts  following : — 

Ist.  Whether  a  modus  of  3«.  Ad,  is  payable  on  the  1st  day 
^  January  in  every  year  to  the  said  rector,  by  the  occupier 
id  occupiers  for  the  time  being,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  yearly 
■ising  from  that  part  of  the  Little  Park  of  Groby  which 
^  within  the  said  parish,  and  which  contains  by  estima- 
m  147  a.  Or.  15  p, 

2iid«  Whether  a  modus  of  2(/.  is  payable  on  the  1st  day 
January  in  every  year  by  the  occupier  or  occupiers  for  the 
K^e  being  of  a  certain  close  in  the  said  parish  called  Hunt's 
ose,  containing  by  estimation  9  a.  3  r.  11  p.,  to  the  said 
^r,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes  arising  from  the  said  close  called 
at^f  s  Close. 

8rd.  Whether  a  modus  of  3«.  Ad,  is  payable  on  the  1st 
y  of  January  in  every  year,  by  the  occupier  or  occupiers 
*  the  time  being,  to  the  said  rector,  in  lieu  of  all  tithes 
^ing  from  certain  lands  in  the  said  parish  called  Over 
•'tod,  otherwise  Marshfield  Laund,  or  Cramp's  Close,  con- 
lUng  by  estimation  115  a.  1  r.  18  p. 
^he  parties  being  unable  to  agree  upon  the  terms  of  the 
^e,  a  summons  was  taken  out  before  Gumeyy  B.,  at 
Ambers,  on  the  11th  of  July  last,  to  settle  the  same,  when 
^  learned  Baron  made  an  order  that  all  further  proceed- 
B^  in  the  cause  should  be  stayed  till  the  5th  day  of  Mi- 
-^^as  Term,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the  Court 

•«ttle  the  issue. 

'^OL.  XII.  F  F  M.W. 
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Exeh,  of  PUa$,      In  Michaelmas  Term.  Cowling  moved  accordingly^  ai 

\QAA 

'  ^     obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  ca\] 
Earl  of       '^hy  the  issue  as  delivered  by  the  plaintiff's  attomies  to  tt 

Stamfokd  "^ 

«.  defendants'  attorney  should  not  be  the  issue  to  be  triec 

'  between  the  parties^  or  why  the  issues  in  this  cause  should 
not  be  settled  by  inserting  counts  stating  the  moduses  in 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  described  in  the  evidence 
produced  before  the  assistant  commissioner.  He  cited  and 
relied  on  the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
two  cases  of  Black  v.  New  College  (a),  and  Mcintosh  Y.Netn 
College  {a),  in  which  that  Court  was  stated  to  have  decided 
that  the  plaintiff  in  such  an  issue  was  entitled  to  ban 
counts  describing  his  claim  in  all  the  various  waysin  whid 
it  had  been  described  in  evidence^  and  was  not  confined  tc 
the  language  of  the  tithe  commissioner  in  his  decision. 

Whitehurst  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  plaintiff  is  not  en« 
titled  to  have  any  claim  put  upon  the  record^  which  was  nol 
duly  made  in  the  first  instance  before  the  commissiona; 
and  the  issue  must  be  framed^  if  not  with  respect  to  those 
claims  only  on  which  the  commissioner  has  decided,  al 
least  with  respect  to  those  only  which  were  actually  and  in 
terms  claimed  before  him.  The  cases  cited  as  having  been 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  are  not  direct  aa- 
thorities  in  support  of  this  rule;  no  formal  judgment  wai 
given,  the  Court  only  intimating  that  they  thought  it  rea- 
sonable that  the  issue  should  be  framed  as  the  plaintiff  de- 
sired. \_Parke,  B. — In  this  Court  we  have  been  in  the  baU 
of  always  framing  the  issue  with  reference  to  the  modv 
actually  claimed  before  the  commissioner.  Alderson,  B.-^ 
What  was  the  dispute  which  prevented  the  award  in  ftii 
case  from  being  made  ? — the  claim  of  a  modus  of  3#.  4^ 
The  moment  that  was  removed  out  of  the  way^  there  f*> 
nothing  to  prevent  the  award  from  being  made.]    WA 

(a)  8  May,  1841,  and  15  June,  1843.    Notreported. 
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HILABT    TBBM,   7  VICT,  419 

respect  to  what  is  it  that,  by  the  45th  section  of  the  act,   E*ek.rfPhtu, 

•     •  •  1R44 

the  decision  of  the  commissioner  is  to  be  final  and  conclu-  '  ^ 

sive  ?    Surely  as  to  the  question  actually  raised  before  him^        ^^^  o' 
and  submitted  for  his  decision :  and  to  that  also  the  appeal      _   «. 
given  by  the  46th  section  must  have  reference.     [Alders 
tony  B. — ^The  decision  is  to  be  final  and  condusive  as  to  the 
difference  whereby  the  making  of  the  award  shall  be  hin- 
dered.]    Yes ;  and  the  appeal  is  given  only  against  "  such 
decision''  of  the  commissioner;  L  e.  his  decision  on  the 
in&tters  in  difierence  submitted  to  him.    If  he  do  not  decide 
on  all  the  claims  brought  before  him^  the  proper  course  for 
^e  parties  to  pursue  is  to  apply  to  the  tithe  commissioners 
to  direct  him  to  do  so,  or  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
^^    a  mandamus.    The  case  of  Barker  v.  The  lithe  Com^ 
"i^^iostfr^  {a)  shews  that  the  party,  pending  the  issue,  may 
K^  l>efore  the  assistant  commissioner  again  with  a  different 
claliQi  of  modus,  until  the  final  award  be  made.    That  was 
ue  course  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  pursued  here ; 
oa-^^  as  it  is,  the  issue  ought  to  be  restricted  to  the  claims  of 
Bio^us  actually  made  by  him. 

Gowlinff,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  decision  of  the 

coTxunissioner  does  not  in  terms  describe  the  modus  of 

^*  Ad.  as  it  was  claimed  before  him ;  it  differs  both  as  to 

"^^ne  and  acreage.    [Parke,  B. — ^Your  issue  ought  certainly 

ta  l3e  in  the  terms  in  which  you  claimed  it,  not  in  the  terms 

i>^  ^hich  he  has  recited  it.]     Then,  if  the  plaintiff  be  not 

^^^d  down  by  the  recital,  is  he  tied  down  to  one  count  for 

•^ch  modus  ?     [Parke,  B. — The  matter  to  be  ascertained  is, 

what  were  the  claims  you  made  before  the  commissioner?] 

No  doubt ;  but  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  tied  down  to 

™®  Very  terms  in  which  they  were  made.     Such  strictness 

^  *iever  required  in  issues  out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

^®  plaintiff  is  only  anxious  to  avoid  diflBculties  of  form^ 

(a)  9M.&W.129;  S.  C,  in  error,  U  M.  &  W.  320. 

P  p2 
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Exeh.  rf  PUat,  and  to  raise  the  substantial  question,  whether  he  ha 

1844 
^  *  ^     particular  farm  covered  by  a  certain  modus.     There  < 

Etrl  of       |)e  no  use  in  going  before  the  commissioner  again,  after 

Stamford  o       o  -o       * 

V.  has  declared  there  is  no  modus  of  any  kind.     iParke,  B. 

That  would  only  bind  you  as  to  the  modus  you  actual 
claimed ;  the  awards  as  to  anything  further^  is  void  p 
tanto.]  The  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  tied  down  as  to  tl 
day  of  payment  of  the  modus.  It  cannot  matter  at  wh 
day  it  is  payable ;  the  only  real  question  is^  to  what  amoa 
the  parson  is  entitled.  [Parke,  B. — Their  answer  is,  th 
you  have  claimed  it  so  before  the  commissioner.  If,  ( 
account  of  the  uncertainty,  you  claim  it  before  the  coi 
missioner  in  different  ways^  you  have  then  a  right  to 
issue  stating  it  in  different  ways.]  It  was  claimed 
different  ways  by  the  evidence  adduced  before  the  coi 
missioner. 

Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — I  adhere  to  the  judgment  of  tl 
Courts  that  the  appeal  from  the  commissioner's  decisi 
must  be  precisely  from  that  which  he  has  decided.  If 
has  not  sufficiently  decided  on  the  claims  made  before  hi 
the  party  should  apply  for  a  mandamus  to  compel  him 
do  so ;  if  he  have  decided  more^  the  excess  goes  for  nothii 
But  the  party  is  entitled  to  an  issue  on  every  claim  which  n 
bonfi  fide  made  before  the  commissioner^  whether  consv 
ent  or  inconsistent  with  his  decision.  In  the  present  cas 
we  think  this  rule  should  be  discharged,  it  being  understoi 
that  the  issues  are  to  be  so  framed  as  to  enable  the  plsii 
tiff  to  raise  upon  them  every  claim  which  he  actually  mac 
before  the  commissioner;  excluding  any  modus  payable  o 
any  other  day  than  the  1  st  of  January^  and  any  modus  ( 
3s.  6d.  He  may  include  all  such  as  he  claimed  in  otte 
respects^  although  varying  with  respect  to  the  extent  or  (fe 
scription  of  the  lands. 

Farke^  B. — ^This  rule  was  granted  in  deference  to 


HILARY   TERM,   7  VICT. 


421 


Etrlof 
Stamford 

V. 

Dunbar. 


wppoicd  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bencli  in  the  -^cA.  oj  Pieat, 

.       .  1844 

cue ot M'Inioah  v.  New  College;  but^  on  looking  into  the 

Rport  of  that  case  {a),  it  does  not  amount  to  a  decision. 

The  principle  is^  that  the  party  is  entitled  to  appeal  as  to 

ill  claims  substantially  made  by  him  before  the  commis- 

noner^  and  against  which  the  commissioner  has  decided. 

Here  he  baa  decided  against  all  the  claims  made  by  the 

plaintiff^  and  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  an  appeal  on 

them  all. 


AldebsgNj  B.,  and  Gurnet^  B.^  concurred. 

Bale  discharged ;  the  issues  to  be  framed  so  that 
the  plaintiff  may  raise  on  them  every  claim 
substantially  raised  before  the  commissioner^ 
and  a  Baron  to  decide  the  same. 

(<)  The  Court  had  been  fbniiihed  with  short-hand  notes  of  the  case. 


AsSUMP! 


Kemp  v.  Finden. 


Jan.  15. 


^SIT  for  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.  A  surety  may 

>»  .  recover  contri- 

<%a,  non-assumpsit.  bution  from  hif 

At  the  trial  before  Aldersm,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  an"ict?on  fir 
>fter  Michaelmas  Term-  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  ^^^oneypaid. 

,  .  And  he  may 

defendant  had  executed,  as  sureties  for  two  persons  of  the  recover  contri. 

m^rwT»^%»  ^  ^^«       »       y-^  /»  Dutlon  Ecoord* 

■umes  of  Wilium  and  Charles  Carter,  a  warrant  of  attorney  tng  to  the 
^  8rd  September,  1841,  given  to  one  Price  as  a  col-  "„°«i;,'°iilh! 

oat  reference 
to  the  number  of  the  principals. 
v^Wre  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  executed,  as  sureties,  a  warrant  of  attorney,  given  as  a 
f^^eral  security  for  a  sum  of  money  advanced  on  mortgage  to  the  principals,  and,  on  default 
^^  made  by  the  principals,  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  ezecu- 
^  iimed  against  the  pUintiff: — Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  aa 
^  co-evety,  a  moiety  of  the  eoati  of  such  execution. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pietu,  lateral  security  for  the  due  payment  of  a  principal  sum 

£560^  and  interest  thereon^  advanced  by  Price  to  the  Gi 
ters  on  a  mortgage  of  the  same  date.  Default  having  bee 
made  by  the  Carters  in  payment  of  the  interest^  judgmen 
was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney^  and  execatioi 
issued  thereon  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  tb 
principal  money  and  interest^  which^  together  with  the  cost 
of  the  execution^  was  paid  by  him ;  and  he  now  bron^ 
this  action  to  recover  from  the  defendant^  as  his  co-soretj 
one-half  of  the  sums  so  paid.  It  was  objected  for  the  dc 
fendant^  firsts  that  an  action  for  money  paid  could  not  l 
maintained  by  a  surety  against  his  co-surety;  second!] 
that^  at  all  events^  the  present  defendant  was  liable  in  tb 
form  of  action  only  for  one-fourth  of  the  money  paid  by  ti 
plaintiff;  and^  thirdly^  that  he  was  not  liable  for  any  pa 
of  the  costs  of  the  execution.  The  learned  Judge  n 
served  these  points^  and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaii 
tiff^  damages  299/.  7s.  9d.,  with  liberty  to  the  defendai 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit^  or  to  reduce  the  damages. 

Thenger  now  moved  accordingly. — First,  this  was  no 
money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  defendant,  but  rather  for  th 
use  of  the  principals,  who  were  the  real  debtors,  and  pri 
marily  liable.  The  co-surety  can  be  made  liable  only  in  i 
special  action  of  assumpsit,  founded  on  the  implied  cod 
tract  of  indemnity.  [^Parhe,  B.,  referred  to  Dames  v.  An 
pTireys  (a).]  The  question,  whether  the  co-surety  was  luW 
as  for  money  paid,  was  not  raised  in  that  case.  No  doab 
the  principal  is,  because  he  is  the  party  originally  litbh 
[Alderson,  B. — Because  he  authorizes  the  payment,  iv 
the  money  is  paid  in  his  discharge.  Does  not  that  equal 
apply  to  the  co-surety  ?]  The  contract  between  sureti 
seems  to  be  merely  an  implied  contract  of  indemnity. 
Spencer  v.  Parry  (i),  where  a  tenant,  by  a  written  agrc 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  153.  (b)  3  Ad.  &  E.  331 ;  4  N.  &  M.  77a 
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aent  under  which  he  took  the  premises^  engaged  to  pay   *«^*»  •/  '*'«»»► 

lies  which  by  law  were  dae  from  the  landlord^  but  made 

i&iilt^  and  the  landlord^  having  been  obliged  to  pay^  sued 

in  for  the  amount,  as  money  paid  to  his  use ;  it  was  held, 

at,  as  the  landlord  was  originally  liable  for  the  taxes,  and 

s  exempted  from  them  only  by  an  agreement  with  the 

lant,  he  should  have  declared  specially  on  such  agree* 

mt,  and  could  not  recover  on  the  indebitatus  assumpsit. 

arke,  B. — ^There  the  parties  were  not  jointly  liable.   Here, 

!  payment  by  the  plaintiff  relieved  the  co-surety  as  to 

^half  of  the  amount  for  which  each  of  them  was  liable ; 

xefore,  as  to  so  much,  it  was  money  paid  to  his  use.    In 

pell  ¥.  Edwards  (a),  it  was  admitted,  that  the  action  for 

ney  paid  would  lie.    Alderson,  B. — ^The  ground  of  the 

igment  in  fencer  v.  Parry  is,  that  "  the  plaintiff's  pay- 

nt  relieved  the  defendant  from  no  liability  but  what  arose 

m  the  contract  between  them.''     But  where^  two  being 

ntly  liable,  one  of  them  pays  money  in  discharge  of  the 

bt,  it  is  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  other.  Parke,  B. — 

the  case  of  a  guarantie,  there  is  no  implied  request  to 

Y ;  but  where  several  are  jointly  liable,  there  is  an  implied 

]uest  to  each  of  them  to  pay  in  discharge  of  each  of  the 

tiers.]     If  so,  the  co-surety  who  has  paid  the  whole  debt 

\j  recover  the  whole  from  the  principal,  even  after  he 

8  recovered  half  from  his  co-surety.  InThomas  v.  Cook{b)f 

ere  was  a  special  declaration.     [Parke,  B. — ^There  are 

)  less  than  three  cases  in  which  it  was  taken  for  granted 

at  money  paid  will  lie  against  a  co-surety  for  contri* 

ition:  Cawell  v.  Edwards,  Broume  v.  Lee  (c),  and  Davies 

Humphreys.    In  the  last  case,  the  authorities  on  this 

bject  were  very  fully  considered  by  the  Court,  and  it  was 

ken  throughout  to  be  perfectly  well  settled  that  the 

tktt  for  money  paid  was  maintainable.     Lord  Abinger, 

8)  2  Bos.  &  P.  268.  (c)  6  B.  &  Cr.  689  ;  9  D.  &  R. 

^)  8  B.  &  Cr.  728 ;  3  Man.  &      700. 

144. 
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Egeh.  efPietu,  C.  B. — The  general  principle  is^  tbat^  if  a  man  pays  mOQef 

for  another^  which  he  was  liable  to  pay^  but  in  which  he 
has  himself  an  interest^  he  may  maintain  an  action  for 
money  paid,  Parke,  B. — In  Crayihome  v.  8wmbwme[a), 
the  right  of  a  surety  to  call  upon  his  co-surety  for  contri- 
bution is  treated  by  Lord  Eldon  as  depending  rather  upon 
a  principle  of  equity  than  upon  contract,  unless  in  this 
sense,  that  a  contract  may  be  inferred  upon  the  implied 
knowledge  by  all  persons  of  that  principle.] 

Secondly,  there  were  here  two  principals  and  two  sureties; 
the  two  principals  must  be  considered  as  liable  for  one  half 
of  the  debt,  and  the  sureties  for  the  other  half.  The  plain* 
tiff,  therefore,  ought  to  be  allowed  to  recover  only  one* 
fourth.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^It  is  just  the  same  thing 
as  if  William  and  Charles  Carter  were  one  person.  Alder- 
son,  B. — ^There  are  but  two  sureties.  It  is  the  same  as  if 
they  were  sureties  for  a  partnership  firm;  surely  each 
must  contribute  his  moiety,  and  not  a  sum  proportioned 
to  the  number  of  persons  to  whom  the  money  was  lent. 
Parke,  B. — Browne  v.  Lee  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  one-half,  there  being  only 
two  sureties.] 

Thirdly,  although  the  co-surety  may  perhaps  be  liable 
for  his  proportion  of  the  costs  of  entering  up  the  judgment^ 
his  liability  does  not  extend  to  the  costs  of  executing  it; 
the  plaintiff  might  and  ought  to  have  avoided  those  costi 
by  pajring  the  money.  [Parke,  B. — They  were  costs  in- 
curred in  a  proceeding  to  recover  a  debt  for  which,  on 
default  of  the  principals,  both  the  sureties  werejointfy 
liable ;  and,  the  plaintiff  having  paid  the  whole  costs,  I  see 
no  reason  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay  his  proptff- 
tion,] 

[He  then  applied  for  a  new  trial,  on  affidavits  stating 
that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  attested  by  a  person  wbo^ 

(a)  14  Vei.  164. 
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altiongh  lie  had  been  admitted  an  attorney^  had  neglected  Eseh.  of  Pleat, 
for  three  years  to  take  out  his  certificate,  and  had  not  been 
re-admitted ;  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  know  this  fact 
until  after  the  verdict :  and  cited  Wallace  v.  Brockley{a)  to 
shew  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  therefore  void,  and 
Gripper  v.  Bristow  {b)  to  shew  that  this  was  an  objection 
which  was  not  waived  by  lapse  of  time  or  acts  of  the  parties. 
But  the  Court  refused  on  this  ground  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict^ saying,  that  the  defendant  should  have  made  inquiry 
into  the  matter  sooner ;  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  just  claim 
■gainst  him  for  the  sum  recovered  in  this  action,  and  that 
it  would  be  very  unjust  now  to  permit  the  defendant  to 
defeat  that  claim,  by  setting  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney 
on  an  objection  which  might  have  been  made  long  before.] 

Pbr  Curiam, 

Rule  refused. 

(«)  5  DowL  P.  C.  695.  (5)  6  M.  &  W.  807. 


Spillbr  v.  Benson^  j^^  2^^ 

xLnSH  applied  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  Strriceofdii- 
defendant,  pursuant  to  the  stat.  2  Will.  4,  c.  89.  It  appeared  {unJSc.**"  * 
that  the  defendant  was  confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  but  no 
oommission  had  issued  against  him.  The  writ  of  distringas 
was  shewn  to  the  keeper,  and  a  copy  of  it  left  with  him,  he 
having  reftised  to  allow  the  party  to  see  the  lunatic  him- 
self, in  order  to  serve  the  writ  on  him.  On  an  application 
to  Bolfe,  B.,  at  chambers,  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance 
for  the  defendant,  his  Lordship  required  an  affidavit  of  the 
keeper's  having  been  informed,  that,  if  the  defendant  did 
not  appear  in  due  time,  the  plaintiff  would  enter  an  ap- 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  pearance  for  him^  and  proceed  thereon  to  judgment  and 

*  ^     execution^  as  was  required  in  Humphreys  v.  Griffitk»  (a). 

spiller      Lush  now  submitted^  that,  inasmuch  as  the  notice  at  the 

Bknsok.      foot  of  the  distringas  contained  the  information  xequired 

by  the  learned  judge,  no  more  was  necessary. 

Per  Curiam. — In  Humphreys  v.  Griffiths,  it  was  thoagb% 
proper  that  the  attention  of  the  keeper  should  be  specifically 
directed  to  the  statement  contained  in  the  notice,  in  ord^^ 
that  he  might  confer  with  the  lunatic  on  the  subject. 
Here  the  copy  has  been  left  with  hiin,  without  calling  htt 
attention  to  the  notice.    The  best  course  will  be  to  grant 
a  rule  to  shew  cause,  the  keeper  to  have  notice  of  the  mle^ 
and  its  nature  and  object  to  be  verbally  explained  to  hint 

Bule  accordinglj. 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  89. 


Jan.  15.  Buxton  and  Another  r.  Cornish. 

To  mn  action  of  J^EBT  agaiust  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  for  £50  i 
cootnct'ti^e^  with  couuts  for  moncy  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated. — 
defendant  p]^^  as  to  the  first  couut,  that  the  defendant  did  not  mab^ 

pleaded  a  set*  '  ' 

off  for  work  the  note;  as  to  the  other  counts,  nunquam  indebitat8S> 

the  course  of  and  to  the  whole  declaration,  a  set-off  for  work  and  laboo^ 

MMriVapMar.  ^^^  materials,  goods  sold,  money  lent,  and  on  an  aooomi^ 

ed  that  the  de.  stated:  to  which  plea  there  was  a  replicatioQ  that  tfai^ 

fendant  was  *^ 

employed  to  do   plaintiffs  wcrc  uot  uor  are  indebted  to  the  Arfrndantr^ 

written  con*       modo  ct  form&. 

Sidint^IJi*"      ^^  ^^  *"*^  ^^^^^  ^^  Abmger,  C  B.,  at  the 

witnesses  to 

prove  work  done  nitrm  tbe  written  contract,  on  which  it  was  otjected  tkat  the 
produced,  and  the  judge  so  ruled.    On  its  heing  produced,  it  appeared  to  te 
HM,  that  the  judge  could  not  look  at  it,  to  see  to  what  work  it  extended, 
•Tidence  at  all  could  be  giftD  in  aupport  of  the  set-off. 
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gittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  was  proved  in  the  Exeh.  of  Pieas, 


1844. 


course  of  the  plaintiffs'  case  that  the  work  done  for  them 

by  the  defendant  was  done  under  written  contracts.    The       Buxton 

defendant's  counsel  called  a  witness  in  support  of  the  plea      Cokmish. 

of  set-off;  and  upon  his  asking  him  respecting  work  done 

by  the  defendant,  beyond  the  contracts  spoken  to  by  the 

plabtiffs'  witness,  the  Lord  Chief  Saron  said,  that,  if  the 

defendant  proposed  to  prove  work  done  which  was  not 

within  the  contracts,  in  support  of  the  set-off,  he  must 

fint  put  in  the  written  contracts,  to  shew  what  work  was 

within  them.    The  defendant's  counsel  thereupon  called 

on  the  plaintiffs  to  produce  the  contracts ;  and  on  their 

P^uction,  it  appeared  that  they  were  unstamped,  and 

consequently  not  admissible  in  evidence.      The  counsel, 

however,  proposed  still  to  examine  the  witness  respecting 

c^tain  extra  work,  contending  that  the  judge  might  look 

^  tbe  written  contracts,  and  admit  such  evidence  as  had 

^  i^elation  to  them.    The  Lord  Chief  Baron  thought  the 

^^dence  was  altogether  inadmissible  without  due  proofs  of 

^^  contracts,  and  under  his  direction  a  verdict  was  found 

^  the  plaintiffs  for  54/.  19s. 

-f^asMey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 

^e  rejection  of  the  above  evidence ;  urging  that  the  learned 

]iid^  might  have  looked  at  the  written  contracts,  in 

^it^er  to  ascertain  the  subject  matter  or  space  of  time 

to  which  they  extended ;  and  that  the  only  effect  of  the 

ikuftp  laws  was  to  exclude  an  unstamped  agreement  from 

being  recrived  as  evidence  in  the  cause,  when  it  was  put 

forward  as  a  binding  instrument,  available  as  between  the 

P^'es,  and  not  to  affect  writings  given  in  evidence  for  a 

ooJlateral  purpose.     He  cited  Scott  v.  Jones  [a),  Strother  v. 

^'^^  (A),  Bucher  v.  Jarratt  (c),  i?ea?.  v.  St.  Martin's,  Lekes- 

(«)  4  Taunt.  865.  207. 

f*)  «    Bbg.  136 ;  2  M.  &  P.  (c)  3  Bos.  &  P.  143. 
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Exeh.  qf  PUat,  tev  (fl),  Rex  V.  Pooley  (i),  HcAgh  v.  Brooks  {c\  WUJiam 
*  ^  Gerry  (d),  Gregory  v.  FrcLser  (c),  Jardine  v.  Payne  (/),  i 
Buxton  ^/^  y,  Payne  (ff) ;  and  relied  particularly  on  the  dictao 
CoRNisB.  Bayley,  J.,  in  2i«x  v.  Pendleton  (A),  where  he  says,  "  Thoi 
we  cannot  look  at  the  unstamped  instrument  for  the  j 
pose  of  proving  by  it  any  agreement  between  the  part 
for  such  is  the  general  import  of  the  stamp  acts,  yet 
Court  may  look  at  it  to  see  whether  it  applies  to  other  < 
dence  of  a  contract  between  them.  As,  if  a  contract 
writing  be  made,  not  stamped,  for  the  sale  and  deliyerj 
certain  goods  on  certain  terms,  the  Court,  in  an  action 
the  non-delivery  of  goods  upon  a  contract  proved  by  pi 
evidence  only,  may  look  at  the  instrument  to  see  whetl 
it  applies  to  the  goods  then  sought  to  be  recovered  fi 
and  if  those  goods  were  not  included  in  the  contract,  pa 
evidence  may  be  received  of  the  contract  sought  to  be 
covered  upon.  So,  here,  the  Court  might  look  at  the 
strument  to  see  the  duration  of  the  first  contract  under 
in  order  to  guide  them  in  receiving  parol  evidence  of  i 
subsequent  service,  to  which  it  did  not  apply.''  [Parh, 
mentioned  Vincent  v.  Cole  («),  as  in  efiEect  overmling  tl 
dictum.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  cannot  help  thinking;,  that 
this  rule  were  granted,  it  would  tend  to  shake  the  invu 
ble  practice  in  our  courts  of  law.  The  practice  has  | 
vailed  in  Westminster  Hall  ever  since  I  have  known  it,  i 
before  everyjudge  for  the  last  quarterof  a  century, that,in 
action  for  work  and  labour,  though  the  counsel  stated  tl 
he  was  proceeding  for  some  extra  work,  yet,  if  it  appeii 

(a)  2  Ad.  &  £.  210  ;  4  Nev.  &         (/)  1  B.  &  AdoL  663. 

M.  202.  (g)  8  Ad.  &  £.  555;  3  Ncr 

(b)  3Bos.  &P.  311.  P.  531. 

(c)  10  Ad.  &  E.  309  ;   2  P.  &         (A)  15  Ewt,  449. 

^'  ^'^7.  (,)  Moo.  &  M.  257.    Set  A 

(d)  10  M.  &  W.  296.  V.  BatU,  Id.  4ia 

(e)  3  Camp.  454. 
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on  cross-examination  that  the  work  was  done  under  a  con-  R*ch.  of  PUat, 
tract  in  writing,  the  judge  immediately  stopped  him  from  ^  *o^'  ^ 
pviDg  evidence  of  the  contract.  I  think  I  can  say  that  I  Buxton 
remember  hundreds  of  cases  in  which  that  has  occurred,  Coenish. 
and  where  it  has  never  been  disputed.  We  are  now  asked 
to  disturb  this  practice,  merely  on  the  obiter  dictum  of  a 
judge.  K  we  were  to  do  so,  the  law  would  become  every 
day  more  and  more  unsettled.  It  is  contended  by  Mr. 
Patkley,  that  you  may  put  the  agreement  into  the  hands 
of  the  judge,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  period  of  time  to 
which  it  is  applicable ;  on  the  narrow  ground,  that,  in  order 
to  give  rise  to  the  objection  that  it  is  unstamped,  it  must 
be  put  in  as  a  contract  to  be  enforced  between  the  par- 
ties. I  never  heard  of  that  limitation.  When  an  action 
is  brought  for  work  done,  and  a  witness  proves  that  the 
plaintiff  did  the  work,  but  that  it  was  done  under  a  writ- 
ten contract,  then  you  put  in  the  contract  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shewing  what  is  included  within  it,  and  when  it 
i>  read,  you  find  that  the  contract  does  not  include  that 
Particular  work  for  which  the  action  is  brought.  For  this 
purpose,  you  must  read  the  contract,  and  so  must  receive 
evidence  of  it.     The   stamp  law  says,  that,  if  not  duly 

stamped,  it  shall  not  be  received  in  evidence  at  all — the 

• 

J^  cannot  see  it,  the  judge  cannot  use  it — he  has  no 

^ht  to  look  at  it,  unless  for  the  purpose  of  determining 

whether  or  no  it  is  properly  stamped,  and  so  admissible  in 

^dence.     Surely  time  and  space  are  part  of  the  terms  of 

^  contract.    A  man  contracts  to  do  certain  work  within 

*  limited  space ;  how  can  you  ascertain  that  limited  space 

^hout  reading  the  contract  ?    You  must  give  evidence  of 

*"®  contract,  in  order  to  shew  the  space  within  which  it 

^PUes.    It  appears  to  me  that  the  proposition  is  too 

'^'^ii  to  be  doubted.     The  general  practice  of  the  courts, 

**^^  the  plain  provisions  of  the  Stamp  Act  itself,  equally 

^^Hibit  the  judge  from  receiving  any  evidence  of  any 

^*^tract  which  is  not  duly  stamped. 
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jsxei.  0/  PUas,  Farkb^  B. — ^I  Consider  this  point  as  having  been  already 
^  ^'  ^  decided  by  the  case  of  Vincent  v.  Cole.  That  was  an  actioii 
Buxton  for  work  and  labour^  which  appeared  to  have  been  done  in 
CoftNisH.  part  nnder  a  written  agreement;  and  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J^ 
ruled,  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  reoofv 
for  any  work  extra  the  agreement,  without  first  produdng 
and  proving  the  agreement ;  and  directed  a  nonsuit  &r 
want  of  such  proof.  On  motion  to  set  that  nonsuit  aside^ 
the  Court  confirmed  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge,  and 
refused  a  rule ;  and  Lord  Tenterden  said,  with  respect  to  the 
argument  that  the  judge  might  look  at  the  agreement  to 
see  whether  it  referred  to  the  items  claimed  to  be  recovend 
independently  of  it,  that  the  inconvenience  of  such  a  coune 
would  be  very  great,  as  it  might  impose  upon  a  judge  the 
necessity  of  looking  repeatedly  through  a  long  agreement, 
to  see  whether  it  contained  provisions  applicable  in  any 
degree  to  fifty  or  sixty  items,  which  a  party  ckumed  to 
recover  independently  of  it.  That  case  must  be  considomi 
as  overruling  the  dictum  of  Bayley,  J.,  in  Bex  v.  PendktmL 
It  seems  to  me,  that,  unless  the  writing  be  duly  stamped, 
the  judge  has  no  right  to  look  into  it  at  all. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  How  cm 
you  see  what  is  out  of  a  contract,  unless  you  enforce  the 
contract  to  see  what  is  in  it  ?  If  you  use  the  contract  to 
shew  what  is  extra,  you  use  it  also  to  shew  what  is  intii 

Gurnet,  B. — I  thought  there  was  no  point  more  cmr 
pletely  settled  than  this.  The  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  was  consistent  with  the  uniform  practice. 

Bule  refused. 


Ai 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

Granger  v.  Dacre.  ^^^v^"^ 

Jan,  17. 

.SSUMPSIT. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  A  count  in  aa- 
that    the  defendant  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  that  the  derend- 
Octoler,  1839,  caused  to  be  shipped  on  board  a  certain  Jelwpped  ^"^ 
barge  or  lighter,  called  the  Maria,  whereof  the  plaintiff  was  ?."  *>o*'^  ■ 

**  °  '  ^  lighter  where- 

owner,  from  and  out  of  a  certain  ship  called  the  Norge,  of  the  plaintiff 
then  lying  in  the  river  Thames,  divers  goods  and  chattels,  ^f  ^  shipTying 
to  be  lightered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  conveyed  by  him  in  ]^^^^  '^^^"^  ^ 
the  said  barge  or  lighter,  and  to  be  landed  from  and  out  of  t^^"  e^^»  to  be 

i_  "i-ifT  •!  '       1      r^  lightered  by 

the  same,  and  delivered  at  a  certain  place,  to  wit,  the  Com-  the  plaintiff, 
mercial  Dock,  to  and  for  the  defendant,  he  paying  to  the  a"the  Commer- 
plaintiff  a  certain  lighterage  in  that  behalf:  and  the  plain-  ^[^^  ?^!^\^^^ 

\  .  .  .       .  the  defendant ; 

tiff  then  received  the  said  goods  on  board  the  said  lighter  that  the  plain- 

OT  barge,  and  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  lighter  and  goods  on  board 

convey,  and  land  and  deliver  to  and  for  him,  the  said  goods  i**  recd**w1th  *the 

and  chattels  as  aforesaid  :  and  in  consideration  of  the  pre-  defendant  to 

.  lighter  and 

'^'^^s,  the  defendant  then  undertook  and  promised  the  convey,  and 

plaintiff  to  accept  and  receive  the  said  goods  and  chattels  them'for  him  *' 

^  the  Commercial  Dock  aforesaid,  from  the  plaintiff,  in  a  JJ^J^J^^edefend 

'^'^nable  time  after  he  should  have  notice  of  the  plain-  ""t  promised 

"^'b  being  ready  to  land  and  deliver  the  same  as  aforesaid :  accept  the 

^d  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  the  said  barge  or  lighter  gom^elcuf 

*ft©rwards,  to  wit.  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  ar-  ^^^*  ^".  *  '**" 

'  '  .  sonable  time 

nved  with  the  said  goods  at  the  Commercial  Dock,  and  after  he  should 
^hat  the  plaintiff  was  then  ready  to  land  and  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff's 
*^d  for  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  of  which  the  defendant  unSLTde^iiJ^er 
***eu  ]iad  notice :  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the  ^^^"*-  /^^^ 

1    _  .  .  .       count  then 

**cfeii(iant  to  accept  and  receive  the  said  goods,  at  the  said  averred,  that 
^tkUnercial  Dock,  after  he  had  such  notice  as  aforesaid,  lighter,  after. 

^  wards,  to 

^'  ^D  he.,  arrived  with  the  goods  at  the  Commercial  Dock,  and  that  the  plaintiff  woi  then 

^jJ^S^  to  land  and  deliver  them  for  the  defendant,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had  notice :  and 

li^Ugh  a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to  accept  the  goods  at  the  Commercial  Dock,  after 

1^  ^^^  luch  notice,  had  elapsed,  yet  the  defendant  did  not,  though  requested  so  to  do,  within 

iQ^^  Reasonable  time  accept  the  goods,  but  neglected  and  refused  to  do  so  for  a  great  and  unrea- 

ii^^^le  time  after  the  expiration  of  a  reasonable  time  from  the  period  when  he  had  such 

ig^^^«: — Held  bad,  on  special  demurrer,  for  not  averring  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and 

^^^^f  dtuing  a  rea$onable  tmt  qfler  noiice,  to  land  and  deliver  the  goods  for  the  defendant. 
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B*eh.  of  Phas,  had  elapsed,  vet  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  although 
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then  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  do  so,  within  such  rea- 
sonable time  accept  or  receive  the  said  goods  and  chattdb, 
but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do  for  a  great  and 
unreasonable  time,  to  wit,  fifty  days  after  the  expiration  rf 
such  reasonable  time  from  the  period  when  he  had  such 
notice  as  aforesaid;  and  thereby  the  said  lighter  or  baip 
was,  during  all  that  time,  detained  at  the  said  Commerdal 
Dock,  and  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  costs  and  charpi, 
amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  £15,  in  maintaining  the 
crew  of  the  said  barge  or  lighter  during  the  said  time,  and 
was  deprived  of  the  use  of  the  said  barge  or  lighter,  and 
the  profits  thereof,  during  such  time. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  first,  that,  inai. 
much  as,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  lapse  of  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  notice  to  the  defendant  was  a  conditioa 
precedent  to  any  default  in  him  in  not  accepting  the  good% 
the  lapse  of  such  reasonable  time  after  notice  should  have 
been  alleged  to  have  taken  place  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action ;  secondly,  the  declaration  does  not  aver  or 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  was  willing  to  land  and  deliver  tlie 
said  goods  and  chattels  to  the  defendant,  but  merely  that  lie 
was  ready  so  to  do,  and  an  averment  of  mere  readiness  is 
not  equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  both 
ready  and  willing  to  land  and  deliver  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  which  he  ought  to  have  been  before  he  could 
charge  the  defendant  with  a  breach  of  contract  in  not  ac- 
cepting the  said  goods  and  chattels  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  notice ;  thirdly,  that  the  declaration  contains  no 
averment  that  the  plaintiff  continued  ready  and  willing  to 
land  and  deliver  during  such  a  period  of  time  within  which 
it  was  reasonable  for  the  defendant  to  accept  and  receiTe 
the  said  goods  at  the  said  Commercial  Dock. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — It  must  be  s^- 


Jk 
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initted  that  the  decision  in  Owen  v.  Waters  [a)  renders  it  ^cA.  of  PUat, 
impossible  to  support  the  first  ground  of  demurrer.  [Parke, 
B. — ^That  case  is,  no  doubt,  a  clear  authority  against  you 
on  that  point.]  The  other  causes  of  demurrer,  however, 
ought  to  prevail.  The  effect  of  the  contract  set  forth  in 
the  dedaration  is,  that  the  defendant  should  have  a  reason- 
able time  to  accept  the  goods,  after  he  had  notice  that  the 
plamtiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  land  and  deliver.  Again, 
the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  ready  to  land  and  de- 
liTer  is  not  sufficient;  the  meaning  of  the  contract  is,  that 
lie  ihoiild  always  have  been  ready  and  willinff  to  land  and 
deliver  them  during  a  reasonable  period  for  the  acceptance 
of  them  by  the  defendant.  The  buyer  of  goods  has  a  rea- 
sonable time  to  accept  them,  but  the  seller  is  to  be  ready 
to  deli?er  them  at  any  time :  Hagedom  v.  Laing  (A).  Here, 
therefore,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time 
>fter  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  to  receive  the  goods ;  and  the 
declaration  ought  to  have  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
'cady  and  willing  to  land  and  deliver  them  for  a  reasonable 
time  after  notice.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  consistent 
^h  the  averments  in  this  declaration,  that  after  the  no* 
^CC}  and  within  the  period  allowed  to  the  defendant  to 
'^ve  the  goods,  the  plaintiff  may  have  retained  them.] 

Martin,  contra. — The  declaration  shews  that  the  plaintiff 

has  done  all  he  was  bound  to  do  under  the  contract.    The 

**^mng  of  the  contract  is,  that  the  defendant  should  re- 

^▼e  the  goods  within  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  that 

"*®  vessel  had  arrived,  and  was  ready  to  discharge  her  cargo. 

^^  plaintiff  shews  a  performance  by  him  of  that  contract, 

^  he  alleges  that  the  vessel  arrived  at  the  Commercial 

"^Hik,  and  that  he  was  ready  to  land  and  deliver  the  goods 

the  defendant,  whereof  the  defendant  had  notice ;  yet 

^^t  he  neglected  and  refused  for  an  unreasonable  time  to 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  91.  (h)  6  Taunt.  161 ;  1  Marsh,  514. 

^Xi.  III.  G  G  M.  W. 
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Mttk.  ifFiemt,  rtotkTe  them.    The  £ur  Gonstnictkm  of  that  aUei 
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that  the  plaintiff  remained  there  with  the  Tesad  1 


G«AjroBft  reasonable  time,  readr  and  willins  to  land  and 
Dackb.  [Alderscfn^  B. — Does  reoAmtsM  import  wSHngnmi 
readiness  and  willingness  are  necessarily  to  be 
from  the  arerment  that  the  defendant  n^lected 
fused,  for  an  unreasonable  time^  to  receive  ih 
[Parke^  B. — ^That  allegation  means  no  more  thai 
did  not  receire  them  in  a  reasonable  time.  If  a : 
and  willingness  to  land  and  deliver  the  goods  for 
able  time  is  a  condition  precedent,  must  not  the 
aver  performance  of  it  ?  It  is  perfectly  consistent 
declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  been  re 
particular  day,  and  on  the  next  day  may  have  ren 
vessel  to  a  distance.  Alderson,  B. — It  may  be 
plaintiff  was  ready  on  the  day  when  he  gave  the  n 
that^  by  the  time  when  the  defendant  might  reasi 
expected  to  receive  the  goods,  he  was  absent.  W 
averment  of  continued  readiness  and  willingness 
no  breach  of  contract.] 

Per  Curiam, 

Leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
ment  of  costs ;  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defe 


D 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

Pelly,  Bart.^  v.  Rose.  jan,  17. 

EBT,  by  the  deputy  master  of  the  Trinity  House,  Dept-  The  Ramggate 

ford  Strond^  who  sued  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  appointed  32  oeo.'s,  c.' 

under  the  Eamsgate  Harbour  Acts,  (32  Geo.  3,  c.lxxiv;  '"jj^'erciruin 

87  Geo.  8,  c.  Ixxxvi ;  55  Greo.  3,  c.  Ixxxiv),  to  recover  from  "'«« and  duties 

,  on  vessels  cn- 

the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  two  British  vessels,  certain  tering  or  pass- 

rates  and  duties  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  J^u,^  exempts 

trustees.  therefrom 

vessels  bound 

Plea,  that,  during  all  the  time  in  the  declaration  men-  to  or  from  the 

tioned,  the  defendant  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  wicii,  and  be- 

Sandwich,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  and  that,  during  all  the  ISfanV  of 

time  aforesaid,  the  said  vessels  in  the  declaration  men-  ^***t  town,    in 

an  action  of 

tioned  belonged  to  and  were  the  property  of  the  defendant  debt  to  recover 

as  such  inhabitant ;  and  that,  upon  each  of  the  said  voyages  of  a  vessel  the 

in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  said  vessels  were  bound  **"U**  fu^^^l^ 

'  under  tbe  act* 

either  to  or  from  the  said  town  of  Sandwich,  and  the  de-  '^e  defendant 

t    2  ii.i«i  j«i  1.  pleaded  a  plea 

lenaant,  upon  each  of  the  said  voyages,  did,  according  to  which  brought 

the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament  (a),  produce  thlTexempting 

clause : — Heldf 
that  a  replica- 

(«)  The  32nd  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixxiv  :      ahall  produce  a  certificate  under  the  ^*°"  ^f  "V""* 

iiiA  o  t.  •  •  '®  such  plea 

"w  8th  section  whereof  imposes      hand  and  seal  of  the  mayor  of  the  v^as  improper, 

^^  rates  and  duties  on  vessels      town  and  port  of  Sandwich,  attest-  inasmuch  as 

•"^^ering  or  passing  tbe  harbour  ;      ing  that  such  master,  or  other  per-  td 

^^  the  58th  provides,  "that  no-      Bon  &c.,  had  made  oath  before  him  denial  that  any 

****?  herein   contained  shall  ex-      the  said  mayor,  that  some  inhabi-  debt  became 

•^>  or  be  construed  to  extend,  to      tant  or  inhabitants  of  the  said  town  j"!  ^'?'"/^« 

diA.^        ,  ,  .   ,  '  .  ,  ^  defendant. 

7_*K«  with  any  of  the  rates  and      is  or  are  the  owner  or  owners  of 

^^es  thereby  granted  and  imposed,      the  whole  or  the  major  part  of  such 

^T  aliip  or  vessel  which  shall  be      ship  or  vessel ;  but  that  all  such 

^^d  to  or  from  the  town  of  Sand-      ships  or  vessels  shall  and  may  pass 

^j^»  in  the  said  county  of  Kent,      to  and  from,  by,  into,  and  out  of 

^^  Whole  or  the  major  part  of      the  said  harbour  of  Ramsgate,  with- 

'^h  ship  or  vessel  shall  belong      out  paying  any  of  the  said  rates 

.  ^^  be  the  property  of  any  of  the      and  duties,  anything  herein  con- 

^^^itants  of  the  said  town,  in  case      tained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in 

^^  ^kuttter,  or  other  person  having      any  wise  notwithstanding." 

^^  charge  of  such  ship  or  vessel. 
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BMck,  rf  Pleat,  such  a  Certificate  as  is  in  the  said  act  mentioned. — Yoifi.- 

1844.  .. 

cation. 

Replication,  de  injuria. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  replicatios 
was  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  plea  did  not  contain  matter  rf 
excuse  merely,  but  shewed  that  the  defendant  was  wh(% 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  the  rates  and  duties  imposed 
by  the  said  act.*— Joinder  in  demurrer  {a). 

Butt,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  plea  does  not 
consist  of  matter  of  excuse,  but  is  in  denial  of  the  existence 
of  the  alleged  liability  at  any  time ;  and  therefore  the  repfi* 
cation  de  injurid  is  improper :  Crogate^s  Case  {b);  SckUdi, 
Kilpin  (c),  Salter  v.  Purchell  (rf).  The  82  Geo.  8,  cbcrif, 
s.  58,  absolutely  exempts  from  duty  all  ships  bound  to  oi 
from  the  town  of  Sandwich,  belonging  to  an  inhabitant  oi 
that  town,  in  case  the  master  shall  produce  the  proper  cer- 
tificate of  ownership.  The  plea  brings  the  case  within  tbat 
section,  and  shews,  therefore,  that  the  debt  sued  for  nem 
accrued.  [Lord  AbtngeVy  C.  B. — It  is  difficult  to  see  how 
de  injurid  can  be  replied  here.  The  action  is  for  a  debt 
arising  under  an  act  of  Parliament,  and  the  plea  amoonti 
to  a  denial  that  any  such  debt  arose  in  the  particular 
case.] — ^The  Court  then  called  on 

Peacock,  contra. — The  plea  discloses  matter  in  excuse  of 
the  prim&  facie  liability  arising  under  the  8th  section  (^ 
the  act.  The  defendant  seeks  to  be  excused  from  his  primft 
facie  liability  under  that  section,  by  bringing  himself 
within  the  exception  contained  in  the  58th.     [Lord  Aiif 


(a)  Another  ground  of  demur-  Salter,  1  Q.B.  197;  1  G.&D.6& 

rer  assigned  was,  that  the  replica-  (J>)  ^  R^*  66. 

tion  de  injuria  is  not  admissible  in  (c)  8  M.  &  W.  673. 

an  action  of  debt;  but  tliis  point  {i)  \   Q.  B.  209;  1  G.^I^* 

was  not  argued.    See  Purchell  v.  693. 
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getf  C.  B. — ^The  plaintiff  must  shew  that  the  defendant  Bxek.  rf  Phtu, 
WM  within  the  clause  imposing  the  duty:  but  here  he  ^  _  * 
lues  in  a  case  in  which  no  duty  was  payable.]  In  Isacu:  v. 
Farrar  (a),  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  sue  on  the  bill, 
hj  reason  of  his  having  obtained  it  by  fraud,  and  yet  the 
replication  de  injuria  was  held  good.  [Parke,  B. — ^In  that 
case  the  plea  admitted  a  prim&  facie  liability  to  the  plain- 
tiff, as  indorsee  of  the  bill,  but  shewed  that  the  plaintiff 
took  it  under  circumstances  which  excused  the  payment 
to  him.  But  here  the  plea  is  not  matter  of  excuse;  it 
amotmts  in  fact  to  the  general  issue.  Alderson,  B. — Sup- 
pose  the  exception  had  been  contained  in  the  same  clause 
which  imposed  the  duties ;  the  declaration  must  then  have 
shewn  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  within  it.] 

PiK  CUBIAM, 

Leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  on  pay- 
ment of  costs ;  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  65. 


488  CA8I8    IK    THE    EXCHBI|in», 

Bjftk,  ofPieMf 
1844. 

Jan.  24.  Heath  and  Others  r.  DrmAxr. 

To  a  dedara-  ASSUMPSIT  on  a  policj  of  insiinuice  <m  goodt, 
of  inturance  on  ship  Viftaosa  Maria  Aldina,  firom  Genera  to  the  ] 
S^lui^kUpu.  <^d  thence  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  stating  the  osoal 
UUon  against  Jation  against  takings  at  sea  or  arrest,  and  arerrini 
or  arrett,  and     by  a  taking  Under  the  anthority  of  the  Portuguese  { 

•▼erring  a  Iom 

hj  arrest  and        ment. 

fhl^uihoriry  of  The  defendant  took  out  a  summons  for  leaTC  tc 
a  foreign  power,  (amougst  othcrs)  the  followiug  pleas: — first,  non  ai 
fought  to  plead  sit ;  Seventeenth,  that  the  policy  was  made  and  sub 
aodaUo  Uie** '  ^7  the  defendant,  and  the  premium  paid  by  the  pli 
following  kpe.     ^  jjj  ^y^e  declaration  mentioned,  on  a  certain  day, 

aal  pleas :   I .  '  ^ ' 

That  the  poiicjr  the  15th  day  of  September,  1840 ;  and  at  the  1 

ftubfcribed  by  making  the  said  policy,  and  of  paying  the  said  pn 

andihe  pre-^'  and  in  Consideration  thereof,  it  was,  amongst  other 

miuin  paid  by  mutually  agreed  and  declared  between  the  defendi 

the  plaintiffs,  as  . 

in  the  deciara-  the  plaintiffs,  then  being  the  agents  of  &c.  in  that 
on°a  cerulin"^  '  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  policy,  and  the  risks  therein  insured  t 
day,  to  wit,        Qjj,  intended  so  to  be,  should  not  be  deemed,  taken, 

«c. ;  and  at  the  '  '  ' 

lime  of  inaicing  derstood  to  extcud  to  or  include  capture,  seizure,  det 

the  aaid  policy  .  ,  i»  i  • 

and  paying  the  arrests,  restraints,  or  detainments  of  any  kings,  pni 
imd  fn^conX'  People,  cxccpt  Only  in  case  of  war;  and  that,  althoi 
deration  there-   g^id  vesscl  was  arrested,  restrained,  and  detained,  ai 

of,  It  was  ^  \  ' 

agreed  between  declaration  mentioned,  it  was  not  arrested,  restrai 
and  the  plain-  detained  in  war.  Verification.  Eighteenth,  that 
•aW  iIohV***and  ^™®  ^^  *^®  making  of  the  policy  in  the  declaratio 
the  risks  there-  tioucd,  to  wit,  on  the  15th  of  September,  1840,  inco 

by  in»ured 
against,  should 

not  be  taken  or  uiic'erstood  to  include  capture,  except  in  case  of  war;  and  that  the  thi 
arrested  or  detained  in  war  ;  2.  That  at  the  linie  of  the  making  of  the  policy,  in  coai 
that  the  defendant  would  subscribe  it,  and  the  plaintifl[ii  would  pay  the  premium,  it 
memorandum  or  slip,  by  consent  of  the  parties  annexed  to  the  policy  and  made  part 
declared  and  agreed  that  the  policy  should  extend  to  capture  in  case  of  war  only ;  and 
arrest  and  detention  of  the  vessel  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  not  in  case  of  war. 
The  Court  disallowed  these  pleas,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  pleaded  in  them  might 
io  evidence  under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit. 
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on  that  the  defendant  would^  at  the  request  of  the  E^eh.  rf  Pleat, 

lintiffs  as  such  agents  as  aforesaid^  make  and  subscribe 

d  said  policy,  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  agents,  would 

f  to  the  defendant  the  said  premium,  it  was  in  and  by 

certain  memorandum,  to  wit,  a  certain  slip,  by  consent 

the  said  parties  then  annexed  to  the  said  policy,  and  by 

^  consent  made  part  thereof,  declared  and  agreed  be- 

3en  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  agents  as 

resaid,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  said  policy  should 

against  and  extend  to  British  as  well  as  foreign  capture, 

Buie,  and  detention,  and  the  consequences  of  any  at- 

ipt  thereof,  but  only  in  case  of  war ;  and  that  the  said 

est,  restraint,  and  detention  of  the  said  vessel,  in  the 

laiation  set  forth,  was  not  in  case  of  war.    Yerifica- 

Phese  two  latter  pleas  were  struck  out  by  Rolfe,  B.,  at 
ambers,  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  stated  therein 
g:ht  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 

Erfe  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  that  order 
3uld  not  be  rescinded,  and  the  above  pleas  allowed  to  be 
saded.  This  vessel  was  in  fact  taken  by  the  authority  of 
e  Portuguese  government,  in  time  of  peace,  on  the  al- 
ged  ground  of  her  being  concerned  in  the  slave-trade.  If 
cii  the  memorandum  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  policy, 
0  Underwriters  clearly  are  not  liable ;  and  all  that  they 
>Jre  is,  that  they  may  be  secure  of  not  being  shut  out 
'Di  that  defence.  Now  it  may,  perhaps,  be  said,  that,  in- 
t^^ch  as  the  new  rules  of  pleading  specifically  declare 
^  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  plea  of  non 
i^mpsit  shall  only  put  in  issue  "  the  subscription  to  the 
^ged  policy,''  the  defendant  will  not  be  at  liberty,  under 
^  plea,  to  go  into  evidence  of  the  fact  that  it  was  agreed 
*Ween  the  parties  at  the  same  time  that  the  policy  was 
Seated,  but  by  a  separate  slip,  that  it  should  be  sub- 
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Bxeh.  of  PUa»,  ject  to  certohi  material  stipulationsy  not  expressed  in  t]i^^ 

policy  itself;    which   is  the  effect  of  these   two  pl< 


[Parke,  B. — If  the  slip  is  contemporaneous^  it  forms  pn^  | 
of  the  policy.]     It  is  pleaded  as  being  a  contemporaneo^^ 
agreement,  and  as  haying,  by  the  consent  of  the  partite^ 
formed  part  of  the  policy.     [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. — Tkuu 
clearly  would  fall  within  the  general  issue.    The  subscrip- 
tion of  the  underwriters  to  the  policy  is,  no  doubt,  the  is- 
sue; but  it  is  not  a  subscription  of  the  policy  set  forth  in 
the  declaration,  unless  that  be  the  real  policy,  and  tbe 
whole  of  it.    Alderson,  B. — It  is  an  agreement  in  the 
nature  of  a  policy,  but  proved  by  two  pieces  of  paper.]    If 
the  defendants  have  the  advantage  of  this  defence  at  tiie 
trial  under  the  general  issue,  the  purpose  of  this  applici' 
tion  is  answered. 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  it  arises  best  upon  the 
general  issue.  It  will  be  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  memorandum  formed  part  of  the  original  contract  or 
not. 

Parke,  B. — If  there  was  an  qfler  stipulation,  by  whicti- 
both  parties  agreed  to  vary  the  original  polic^^,- 
defendants  having  been  already  bound  by  the  policy  ii 
its  original  terms, — by  substituting  a  different  definition  o^ 
capture,  then  it  would  be  proper  to  make  that  the  sul^^ 
ject  of  a  special  plea,  viz.,  that,  after  the  agreement  in  ti&^ 
declaration  mentioned,  a  new  agreement  was  entered  intc^ 
by  which  the  policy  was  altered  so  far  as  relates  to  tbio 
term  capture :  but  if  it  was  a  contemporaneous  agreemeat^ 
and  so  formed  part  of  the  policy,  the  general  issue  is 
clearly  sufficient. 

Alderson,  B. — The  defendants  ought  not  to  plead  spe- 


i 
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ciallji  nnless  they  mean  to  shew  two  things^  that  is  to  say^  Esck,  of  Pleat, 
tbe  original  policji  and  afterwards  the  alteration.  > ,,«^^ 

Heath 

V, 

OuRNBT,  B.,  concurred.  Durant. 

Bule  refused. 


T 


Barker  v.  St.  Quintin,  Esq.  j^  22 

RESPASS  for  false  imprisonment.     Special  plea,  jus-  Trefpusfor 

tfying  the  trespass  under  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  sued  out  against  me'nt!™^piea?' 

tke  plaintiflF  on  a  judgment  for  £40,  recovered  by  one  M.  {"^jf^^^^^Ser 

Knu  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  directed  to  the  *  ^r\t  of  ca. 

defendant  as  sheriff  of  Yorkshire.  to  the  defend- 

Replication,  that,  after  the  delivery  to  the  defendant  of  *nd  TuedTuT' 

the  said  writ  of  capias,  and  before  the  execution  thereof.  !>y  <>"«  ^\**"t* 

*       '  ^  judgment  in  the 

to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  M.  Finn,  by  his  certain  deed  of  re-  Qaeen's  Bench, 
lease,  sealed  with  his  seal,  and  now  shewn  to  the  Court  that  before  the 
here,  remitted,  released,  and  for  ever  discharged  the  now  i[J^*rJd"/ex. 

vlaintiff  firom  the  action  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and  ecuted,  F.  re- 
leased the  debt, 

"  and  gave  no- 
tice to  the  defendant  of  the  release,  and  thereby  then  dUeharged  and  forbad  the  defendant  from 
(I'ecnting  the  said  writ."     Rejoinder,  that  T.,  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  was 
ifteined  by  F.  to  prosecute  an  action  of  debt  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  now  plain- 
tit^  upon  Uie  terms,  that  when  judgment  should  be  recovered  therein,  the  said  T.,  as  such 
^t'^^mey,  should  have  a  lien  thereon  for  his  fees  ;  that  judgment  had  been  recovered  therein, 
■Bdthtt,  while  the  fees  were  unpaid,  and  before  the  making  of  the  release,  it  was  corruptly  and 
^iBdoleiitly  agreed  between  the  now  plaintiff  and  P.,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  T.  of  his 
jjCBf  that  F.  should  execute  a  release  of  the  judgment,  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement, 
'*  fxeeuted  the  release  in  the  replication  mentioned ;  that  afterwards,  the  defendant,  having 
'^'^  of  the  premises,  did,  at  the  request  of  T.,  as  such  attorney,  execute  the  writ  in  the  plea 
*^tioiied,  and  committed  the  trespass  modo  et  form& : — Held^  on  special  demurrer  to  the 
"^f^^J^r,  that,  an  attorney's  lien  on  a  judgment  being  merely  a  claim  to  the  equitable  interfer- 
2^  of  the  Court  to  have  the  judgment  held  as  a  security  for  his  costs,  he  has  no  authority  over 
^  ^^ecntion  of  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  so  as  to  carry  it  into  effect  against  the  order  of  the  plaintiff, 
'^  though  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  should  collude  to  deprive  him  of  his  lien. 
j^'^^  also,  that,  after  a  direction  of  the  plaintiff  not  to  execute  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  the  sheriff,  if  he 
!r'*  *Oy  beoomea  a  trespasser  ;  so  also,  if  he  detain  the  defendant  after  notice  from  the  plaintiff 
^^  has  released  the  debt. 
'^'Mi^^e,  that  the  replication  would  have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  for  not  shewing  un« 
^^^Uously  that  the  plaintiff  expressly  directed  the  sheriff  not  to  execute  the  writ. 

^^*^*id<e,  also,  that  the  rejoinder  ought  to  have  averred  that  T.  signed  the  roll  of  this  Court,  in 

'Y^J^nce  of  the  ttat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45. 
'^  ^cbt  of  record  may  be  discharged  by  a  release  under  seal. 
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Eseh.  rfPUmt,  firom  the  said  jadgmenty  and  firom  all  ezecations  thereapc^n 
,   1p^*  ^     or  in  respect  of  the  said  judgment,  and  firom  all  wdt:^ 
Ba&kbr       debts,  sum  and  sums  of  money,  actions  and  causes  of  ac- 

St.  Quintin.    ^^^^*  damages,  judgments,  executions,  claims  and  demands 

whatsoever,  which  the  said  M.  Finn  then  had  against  the 
now  plaintiff  [prout  patet] ;  that,  after  the  delivery  of  the 
said  deed  of  release  by  the  said  M.  Finn,  and  before  ibe 
execution  of  the  said  writ,  and  before  the  committing  of 
the  trespasses  &c.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  said  M.  Finn  gave 
notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  said  release,  and  thereby  them 
discharged  and  forbad  the  defendant  from  executing  the  mi 
writ,  or  from  levying  or  executing  against  the  body  of  the 
now  plaintiff  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  said  judgment,  oc 
otherwise  howsoever ;  that,  after  such  notice,  and  whibfc 
the  defendant  had  full  knowledge  of  the  premises,  vA 
whilst  the  said  release  was  in  full  force  and  effect,  to  wit^ 
on  &c,  the  defendant,  of  his  own  wrong,  and  under  coloiLr 
and  pretence  of  the  said  writ,  committed  the  aaid  several 
trespasses,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned.   Verification. 

The  rejoinder  set  out  the  release  on  oyer,  and  stated, 
"  that  before  the  said  time  when  Sec.,  and  after  the  IStik 
day  of  July,  1887,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  July,  1842,  J.  Thomp- 
son, being  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  is 
such  attorney,  was  retained  by  the  said  M.  Finn  to  com- 
mence, prosecute,  and  conduct  an  action  of  debt  in  thft 
Court  of  Exchequer,  at  the  suit  of  M.  Finn,  against  Hk^ 
now  plaintiff,  for  the  recovery  of  a  certain  debt  whidi  tbfl^ 
said  M.  Finn  then  claimed  to  be  due  and  owing  .to  bisB- 
from  the  now  plaintiff,  for  certain  fees  and  reward  to  b9 
therefore  paid  by  the  said  M.  Finn  to  the  said  J.  Thomp- 
son, and  upon  the  terms,  that  when  judgment  should  bc^ 
recovered  in  the  said  action  of  debt  against  the  now  pbin- 
tiff,  the  said  J.  Thompson,  as  such  attorney  as  aforenil 
should  have  a  Uen  on  the  said  judgment  for  the  amount  of 
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the  said  fieea  and  reward  which  should  be  due  from  and  ^j^cK  of  Pitas, 
payable  by  the  said  M.  Finn  to  the  said  J.  Thompson,  for     ^   ^      ^ 
and  in  respect  of  his  having  so  commenced  and  prosecuted      Barker 
the  said  action  of  debt,  which  said  lien  was  in  full  force  at   St.  Quihtin. 
the  time  of  the  making,  sealing,  and  delivering  the  said 
deed  of  release,  and  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  here« 
inafter  mentioned/'    It  then  stated,  that  J.  Thompson,  as 
inch  attorney,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  retainer,  and  upon 
the  terms  aforesaid,  commenced  and  prosecuted  an  action 
of  debt  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  the  suit  of  M.  Finn 
•gainst  the  plaintiff,  and  that  such  proceedings  were  there- 
upon had,  that  M.  Finn  recovered  judgment  thereon  [prout 
p&tet  per  recordum];  that  M.  Finn  became  indebted  to  J. 
Thompson  in  the  sum  of  £100,  for  fees  and  reward  due 
ttid  payable  to  J.  Thompson  in  respect  of  his  having  com- 
menced and  prosecuted  the  said  action  of  debt,  which  sum 
vaa  wholly  due  and  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
agreement  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  of  the  sealing  and 
delivery  of  the  said  deed  of  release,  of  which  the  defendant 
I'acI  notice ;  that,  while  such  fees  and  reward  remained  un- 
paid, and  the  said  judgment  was  in  full  force  and  unsatis- 
fied, and  the  said  lien  was  in  full  force,  and  before  the 
iiE^itking,  sealing,  or  delivering  of  the  said  deed  of  release, 
^  wit,  on  &;c.,  it  was  corruptly  and  fraudulently  agreed  by 
^^d  between  the  now  plaintiff  and  the  said  M.  Finn,  for 
^^^^  purpose  of  depriving  the  said  J.  Thompson  of  the  be- 
'^^fit  of  the  said  lien,  and  of  defrauding  him  of  the  said 
^^)tK)unt  of  fees  and  reward  so  due  and  payable  to  him,  that 
^^e  said  M.  Finn  should  by  a  deed  of  release,  to  be  by  him 
'^T  that  purpose,  made,  sealed,  and  delivered,  release  the 
^H»w  plaintiff  from  the  said  judgment,  and  from  all  execu- 
Mons  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  same.    Averment,  that  M. 
^Iliui,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  corrupt  and  fraudulent 
Agreement,  made,  sealed,  and  delivered  the  said  release  in 
the  replication  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  depriving 
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tf  Pleas,  the  said  J.  Thompson  of  the  benefit  of  the  said  lien^  and  of 

*  ^    defrauding  him  of  the  amount  of  the  said  fees  and  lewaid; 

KKSR      that  afterwards  the  defendant,  having  notice  of  the  pre- 

uiMTix.  mises,  did,  at  the  request  of  J.  Thompson  as  such  attoraqr, 

execute  the  said  writ  in  the  plea  mentioned,  and  in  lo 

doing  committed  the  trespasses,  modo  et  formft.   Yerifiok 

tion. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  rqoinder 
did  not  shew  that  the  said  J.  Thompson  had  any  Tahd  or 
legal  lien  on  the  said  judgment,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to 
such  fees  and  reward,  and  so  as  to  authorize  the  defendant, 
at  the  request  of  the  said  J.  Thompson  as  such  attorney, 
to  execute  the  writ  after  the  said  M.  Finn  had  discharged 
and  forbidden  the  defendant  firom  executing  the  same. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Pashley,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^This  rejoinder  im 
bad  on  several  grounds.     First,  Thompson  is  not  shewn  to 
be  such  an  attorney  as  could  have  any  lien  on  a  judgment 
recovered  in  this  Court.    The  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  after 
reciting  the  1  Vict.  c.  56,  and  that  "  it  is  expedient,  in  ordeir 
to  secure  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Courts  over  the  attor- 
ney's practising  therein,  to  have  a  record  in  each  Court  of 
the  admission  of  attomies,''  enacts,  ^'  that,  after  the  first 
day  of  November,  1 838,  any  person  entitled  to  be  admitted 
an  attorney  of  any  of  the  said  Courts  at  Westminster  shallj 
after  being  sworn  in  and  admitted  as  an  attorney  of  any 
one  of  the  said  Courts,  be  entitled  to  practise  in  any  other 
of  the  said  Courts,  upon  signing  the  roll  of  such  Court,  amd 
not  otherwise,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  been  sworn  10 
and  admitted  an  attorney  of  such  Court.''    Now,  Thomp- 
son is  not  shewn  to  have  signed  the  roll  of  this  Court :  the 
rejoinder  only  alleges  that,  after  the  Idth  day  of  July,  1837, 
(the  day  on  which  the  1  Vict.  c.  56,  received  the  royal  as- 
sent), he  was  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bentcb, 
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GenriBg  that  thereby  alone  he  became  entitled  to  practise  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
this  Court.  xJ!Ji^ 

Secondly,  an  attorney  has  no  lien  on  the  body  of  his  Ba&ur 
btor.  Martin  v.  Firancis  (a)  is  an  authority  in  point,  st.  Quintin. 
lere  the  plaintiff's  attorney  directed  the  sheriff's  officer, 
10  had  arrested  the  defendant,  not  to  let  him  go  at  large 
Jiout'an  express  consent  from  him,  the  attorney,  as  he 
1  a  hen  for  his  costs ;  the  sheriff's  officer,  by  the  authority 
the  plaintiff,  but  without  the  attorney's  consent,  let  the 
bndant  go  at  large ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff  was 
;  liable  to  the  attorney  for  his  costs.  So,  in  Marr  y. 
iih  {b),  where  the  plaintiff,  after  judgment,  settled  the 
ion  with  the  defendant,  and  employed  a  new  attorney  to 
er  up  satisfaction  on  the  record,  it  was  held  that  the 
endant  was  entitled  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody 
ler  the  ca.  sa.,  although  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
r  had  not  been  satisfied.  There  Holroyd,  J.,  says  ex- 
asly : — "  The  plaintiff's  attorney  has  no  lien  on  the  person 
the  defendant.  As  soon  as  judgment  is  obtained,  his 
rer  is  at  an  end  also.  It  is  true  that  he  has  a  Uen  for 
costs,  and  that  the  Court  will  assist  him  to  make  the 
>ject-matter  recovered  by  the  judgment  available  for 
It  purpose ;  but  they  will  go  no  further."  fVythers  v. 
!iifey  (c)  is  expressly  in  point.  There  the  circumstances 
xe  precisely  the  same  as  in  the  present  case,  and  the 
not  held  that  the  sheriff  was  liable  in  trespass.  [Parke, 
^-No  doubt  a  lien  is  a  matter  entirely  for  the  equitable 
risdiction  of  the  Court.]  There  are  abundant  authorities 
•hew  that  the  authority  of  the  attorney  determines  with 
^judgment,  and  that  the  defendant  can  only  be  kept  in 
^tody  until  the  plaintiff  is  satisfied  his  debt  and  costs : 
*li.  Abr.,  ''Attorney,"  pi.  95;  Roll.  Abr.,  "Attorney," 


0  2  B.  &  Aid.  402  ;  1  Chit.  R.  {h)  4  B.  &  Aid.  466. 

(c)  Cro.  Jac.  379 ;  3  Bulst.  90. 
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Btek.  rfPUai,  (M);  Tipping  v.  Johnson  {a),  Crazier  y.  PUUi^{i] 

.    ^^'   .    ford  V.  Austen  (c).  Savory  v.  Chapman  (rf).     The 

Barur      which  the  Court  has  interposed  to  enforce  the  aH 

St.  Qu'imtin.    lien  shew  clearly  that  it  is  merely  an  applicatioi 

equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court :   Welsh  ▼•  Hi 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Martin,  contrit. — ^The  replication  is  bad.  It  reUi 
matter  as  making  the  sheri£f  a  trespasser,  that  afte 
livery  of  the  writ  to  him,  a  release  under  seal  was  < 
by  the  creditor,  and  that  he  had  notice  thereof.  I 
facts  afford  no  answer  to  the  plea.  There  are  by  I 
species  of  obligation  ;  first,  by  record ;  secondly, 
or  specialty ;  lastly,  by  simple  contract.  And  in 
discharge  a  contract,  there  must  be  an  instrumi 
equally  high  nature  with  the  contract  itself  i 
under  seal,  therefore,  has  of  itself  no  operation  oi 
ment,  and  the  only  mode  of  relief  firom  it  is  fa 
querelft.  In  Shep.  Touch.  323,  it  is  said,  ''  If  \ 
or  duty  grow  by  record,  the  discharge  or  releaa 
must  be  by  record  also.  And  if  it  grow  by  wri 
discharge  and  release  must  be  by  writing ;  also, 
magis  rationi  consentaneum,  quam  eodem  modo 
dissolvere  quo  conflatum  est.  And  therefore  a  dntj 
by  verbal  agreement  may,  in  some  cases,  be  released 
without  writing.''  On  the  same  principle  it  wai 
Rex  V.  Bingham  (/),  that  the  condition  of  a  reoo 
returned,  filed,  and  inroUed  as  of  record,  cannot  1 
by  rule  of  Court.  [Parke,  B. — This  question  all  tur 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  averment  in  the  re| 
that  Finn  crave  the  defendant  notice  of  the  relou 
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ttereif  discharged  and  forbad  the  defendant  from  execut-  Sxeh.  of  pteM, 

ing  the  writ/'  If  "  thereby"  means  that  by  the  same  notice     .    ^^^'  . 

he  desired  the  sheriflf  to  discharge  the  plaintiff^  it  gives  the       Barker 

go-by  to  your  argument.]     It  is  submitted  that  even  such   st.  Qitintin. 

notice  was  invalid  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  defendant 

a  trespasser.    In  Wythen  v.  Henley ^  the  plaintiff  was  not  in 

execution  on  a  ca.  sa.,  but  on  a  latitat  only,  as  appears  from 

ihe  report  in  Croke.     In  the  report  in  Bulstrode,  it  is  only 

stated  in  the  commencement  of  the  case,  ''the  pldntiff 

being  taken  by  the  sheriff,  and  in  execution  at  the  suit 

of  another/'  &c. :  but  Lord  Coke  says  expressly,  ''  this  is 

only  ad  respondendum/'     The  latitat  was  mere  process 

for  bringing  the  defendant  into  Court;  the  bill  was  the 

CQinunencement  of  the  action ;  and  a  release  between  the 

issuing  of  the  latitat  and  of  the  bill  would  be  a  bar  to  the 

action,  not  merely  to  the  further  maintenance  of  it.    Un- 

doobtedly  cases  are  to  be  found  in  the  books  firom  which 

^fc  'Would  appear  that  a  release  took  effect  upon  a  judgment, 

"■^  it  is  so  stated  by  Mr.  Preston  in  his  edition  of  Shep- 

P^9d*s  Touchstone,  p.  822 ;  but  on  looking  into  the  old 

'^thorities,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  correct  mode  of  taking 

^^^antage  of  the  release  was  by  audit&  querelfi,  which 

^^^M  a  species  of  equitable  action,  whereby  the  Courts  gave 

^He  authority  of  a  record  to  matter  in  pais.    Sometimes  the 

*^tee  thing  was  directed  to  be  done  by  an  issue,  but  the 

^"^oper  course  was  by  audit&  quereU :  see  Fitzh.  N.  B.,  Au- 

^tft  QuereU,  105  b,  and  104  i,  1. ;  2  Saund.  147  a.    [Lord 

-^Jbmger,  C.  B. — In  modem  times  the  Courts  afford  relief  on 

^tiotion.] 

Secondly,  the  true  construction  of  the  replication  is, 

"tliat  merely  by  giving  notice  to  the  sheriff  (//Ae  release^ 

^nn  authorized  the  discharge  of  the  plaintiff.    There  is 

Xio  allegation  of  an  express  direction  to  discharge  him. 

-   \P0rke,  B. — They  would  say,  that  the  words  ''thereby 

tten  discharged  and  forbad  the  defendant  from  executing 
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Bxeh.  of  PieoM,  the  Said  writ/'  bound  them  to  prove  not  merely  notice,  but 
'  ^     an  express  direction  to  discharge  the  plaintifiP.] 
BABum  Then,  thirdly,  even  such  an  express  direction  is  not 

St.  Quiimir.   sufficient  to  make  the  sheriff  liable  in  trespass  fior  after- 
wards executing  the  writ.     He  might  be  excused  ihenbf 
for  not  executing  it,  but  he  is  not  a  trespasser  if  he  doGk 
The  sheriff  does  not  derive  his  authority  from  the  partj; 
he  is  the  officer  of  the  law,  acting  under  the  direction  of 
the  Court,  and  is  in  no  way  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  action,  nor  bound  to  take  notice  of  his  directions  in 
contradiction  to  those  of  the  Court.     The  plaintiff  may 
issue  a  supersedeas,  but  the  sheriff  cannot  be  a  trespasser 
for  going  on  to  do  that  which  the  writ  expressly  commands 
him  to  do.    [Parke,  B. — ^The  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  execute 
a  writ  which  is  not  delivered  to  him  to  be  executed  in  dne 
form  of  law.    And  after  a  countermand  by  the  pUintiff 
before  the  execution  of  the  writ,  it  is  no  longer  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law.] 
When  the  writ  has  once  come  to  the  hands  of  the  sheriff, 
he  must  do  with  it  that  which  the  law  directs.     [Porb^ 
B. — ^Not  if  it  be  accompanied  with  a  direction  not  to  exe- 
cute it.    Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Can  you  make  out  the 
sheriff  to  be  other  than  a  trespasser  for  making  an  arreit 
against  the  will  of  the  person  who  alone  can  complain  of 
his  not  doing  it?]      Suppose  a  capias  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  bail,  in  which  case  expretf 
directions  are  given  not  to  execute  the  writ,  if  the  defend* 
ant  came  voluntarily  and  insisted  on  surrendering  himself 
to  the  sheriff  in  discharge  of  his  bail,  would  not  the  sheriff 
be  bound  to  take  him,  and  could  it  be  said  that  such  a 
taking  was  a  false  imprisonment  ?    [Lord  Abtnger,  C.  B.-^ 
Not  where  the  defendant  assents  to  it.]     A  person  cannot 
assent  to  his  own  imprisonment,  Clark^s  case  (a),  and  there- 
fore leave  and  license  is  a  bad  plea  to  an  action  for  frbe 

(a)  5  Rep.  64. 


I 
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nprisonineiit ;  Bull.  N.  P.  18.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  Bxek.  0/  pteas, 
Ai  recently  decided^  that  where  a  ca.  sa.  is  lodged  with     ^         *  - 
he  sherifiF  in  order  to  fix  the  bail,  and  the  principal  sur-       Barker 
aiders  himself  and  is  thereupon  arrested,  the  sheri£f  is   &r.  Qvintik. 
oond  to  take  him,  and  is  therefore  entitled  to  his  pound- 
ge.    Magnay  v.  Monger  (a).     The  only  case  to  be  found 
eiring  directly  on  this  question  is  that  of  TVythers  v. 
bukjf,  in  which  the  arrest  was  on  mesne  process.    As 
(Km  as  this  writ  of  execution  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
D  be  executed,  the  party  was  functus  officio,  and  any 
ireetion  by  him  was  inoperative. 

Lastly,  the  attorney  has  still  a  lien  for  his  costs,  for  this 
ebase,  which  was  intended  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
fibe  judgment,  was  fraudulent  and  void.  Fraud  vitiates 
ntransactions,  as  well  judicial  as  others:  Com.  Dig.,  Covin; 
%rsior'«  case  (A).  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Supposing  the 
eed  is  a  fraud  on  the  attorney,  how  can  he  take  advantage 
fit  here?  he  is  no  party  to  the  issue.]  If  there  be  a 
odgment,  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  for  the  sole  pur- 
>oie  of  defrauding  the  attorney,  direct  the  sheriff  to  dis- 
Inrge  the  defendant,  is  that  a  valid  act?  ^Parke,  B. — 
3ie  attorney  may  apply  to  the  Court  for  equitable  relief. 
Ton  cannot  put  him  in  a  better  situation  than  if  he  had 
i^the  sheriff  not  to  discharge  the  defendant.  Would 
^  have  authorized  his  detaining  him  in  custody,  after 
Ik  plaintiff  had  directed  him  to  discharge  him  ?] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  best  point  which  Mr.  Martin 
ii  made  is  the  first,  which  he  has  supported  with  much 
^Seauity,  when  he  argues  that  the  replication  is  not  good, 
^Qse  nothing  can  be  a  discharge  of  a  judgment,  but 
^^W  satisfetction,  or  some  instrument  of  as  high  a  nature, 
^t  the  mass  of  learning  which  he  has  brought  before  the 
^^  with  so  much  clearness  is  beside  the  present  ques- 
^j  which  is,  whether  or  not  the  sheriff  was  bound  to 

(a)  1  Meriv.  &  D.  24.  (b)  3  Rep.  77. 

^Ol.  XII.  H  H  M.  W. 
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Exek.  rfPUoi,  discharge  the  party  upon  the  direction  of  the  pkintiff  ii 

-     the  action.     If  there  is  any  objection  to  the  replication  n 

BAVKBm      being  ambiguous,  that  could  only  be  taken  advantage  of  « 

St.  QuiMTiic.  special  demurrer.  It  states,  that  Finn  (the  plaintiff  in  th 
former  action)  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  rdeaie 
and  thereby  discharged  and  forbad  the  defendant  fm 
executing  the  writ.  We  cannot  say  that  this  is  not  u 
allegation  that  the  sheriff  had  notice  not  to  execute  ib 
writ :  the  words,  "  thereby  then  discharged  and  forba 
him/'  mean,  forbad  him  under  those  circumstances.  1 
there  had  been  a  special  demurrer,  pointing  out  the  uneei 
tainty  of  this  statement,  we  might,  perhaps,  have  tbougl 
that  there  was  something  in  the  objection,  but  on  gener 
demurrer  there  is  a  sufficient  averment  of  notice  firom  tl 
plaintiff  that  he  had  given  a  release  and  discharge,  wUi 
is  sufficient.  Therefore  the  facts  stand  thus :  that  aft 
the  suing  out  of  the  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  the  plaintiff  Finn  gafc 
release  to  the  defendant,  and  told  the  sheriff,  *'  I  have  gin 
a  release,  you  must  not  go  on  to  execute  the  writ/'  If! 
does  go  on  notwithstanding,  he  is  a  trespasser.  It  ii  tn 
that  the  sheriff  is  an  officer  of  the  Court,  but  the  Com 
appoints  him  to  do  the  plaintiff  a  service,  and  will  not  pi 
him  in  motion  unless  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff.  I 
is  the  plaintiff  who  is  the  party  to  give  the  sheriff  notioeti 
do  or  not  to  do  anything.  If  it  were  otherwise,  the  shenfl 
upon  every  writ  delivered  to  him,  would  be  bound  to  pio 
ceed  in  extremis,  until  the  party  was  brought  into  Comt 
The  case  in  Bulstrode  is  a  decided  authority  in  point 
There  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  sheriff  knew  Ub 
to  be  the  plaintiff  who  gave  notice  of  the  release;  and  flu 
Court  say,  if  he  did  not  know  it,  he  ought  to  have  pleaU 
that  fact.  The  universal  practice  ever  since  that  time  ta 
been  to  treat  the  sheriff,  in  this  respect,  as  the  mere  agoH 
of  the  plaintiff.  In  the  case  referred  to,  the  repIicstioK 
was  held  bad,  on  the  express  ground  that  the  sheriff  k^ 
no  right  to  detain  a  defendant  after  notice  from  the  phintifl 
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that  the  defendant  was  released.    There  might  be  circam-  Eich.  of  Pleas, 
stances  to  entitle  the  attorney  to  come  before  the  Court,  ^ 

and  ask  it,  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  to       Barker 
give  him  relief;  but  there  is  nothing  here  which  shews  that    St.  Quiktik. 
the  defendant  ought  to  be  detained  in  custody. 

Pabkb,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  rejoinder  is  clearly 
bad.    The  lien  which  an  attorney  is  said  to  have  on  a  judg- 
ment (which  is,  perhaps,  an  incorrect  expression)  is  merely 
s  claim  to  the  equitable  interference  of  the  Court  to  have 
that  judgment  held  as  a  security  for  his  debt.    The  doctrine 
of  an  attorney's  lien  on  a  judgment  was  first  established  in 
the  case  of  fFebh  v.  Hole,  where  it  was  held  that  an  attorney 
iuis  a  lien  on  money  of  his  client  in  his  hands,  and  that  he 
iBi^y  retain  the  amount  of  his  bill ;  and  that  if  the  plaintiff 
gave  notice  to  the  defendant  not  to  pay  the  money  to  the 
ftttomey,  the  Court  would  probably  assist  him  by  compel- 
ling the  defendant  to  pay  the  money  over  again.     But  the 
iifetomey  is  not  the  dominus  lUia,  so  as  to  marshal  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  judgment  or  the  execution  as  he  may  think 
fit.     The  rejoinder  amounts  to  this :  that  after  judgment 
the  attorney  has  an  authority  over  the  execution,  and  has 
a  light  to  carry  it  into  effect  against  the  order  of  the  plain- 
ts because  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  have  colluded  to- 
B^her  to  defeat  the  lien  which  he  has  in  respect  of  his  costs. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  that  he  has  no  such  right.     If  he  is  to 
^tain  in  any  way  the  firuits  of  that  judgment,  it  must  be 
I7  ^  application  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
^iqoiiider  is  therefore  bad.  Then  comes  the  question  as 
^  ^he  replication,  with  respect  to  which  I  have  had  some 
^bt.    If  there  had  been  a  special  demurrer,  I  am  not 
''"'^  that  the  replication  would  not  have  been  held  bad. 
'^  ^^Ontains  an  allegation,  that  before  the  committing  of  the 
^''^^asses,  Finn  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  release, 
^  thereby  then  discharged  and  forbad  the  defendant 
^^  executing  the  writ,  or  from  levying  and  executing  it 

H  H  2 
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S*ch.  rf  Pleat,  against  the  body  of  the  plamtiff,    K  that  only  meant  thi 

^  '   -    the  discharge  was  the  legal  consequence  of  the  release^  th 

Barker      replication  would  be  bad,  for  it  is  questionable  whethe 

St.  QuiNTiK.  the  sheriff  would  be  a  trespasser  by  afterwards  arrestiiig 
the  defendant.  But  the  replication  is  susceptible  of  so- 
other constraction,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  the  true  onc^ 
namely,  that  not  only  did  the  plaintiff  give  notice  of  the 
release,  but  also  expressly  forbad  the  defendant  firom  exo* 
cuting  the  writ.  If  an  issue  had  been  taken  on  that  sib* 
gation,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  it,  must  have  shewn^ 
not  only  that  he  gave  the  sheriff  notice  of  the  release,  bvt 
also  an  express  direction  not  to  execute  the  writ.  Thsa 
comes  the  question,  whether  or  not,  after  such  directina, 
the  sheriff  is  a  trespasser  by  executing  the  writ.  Now  ihi 
case  which  has  been  cited  firom  Bulstrode  &  Cro.  Jacisn 
express  authority  to  shew  that,  if  a  plaintiff  in  an  actioB 
gives  directions  to  the  sheriff  to  discharge  the  defendant,  ihi 
sheriff  is  a  trespasser  if  after  that  he  detains  the  defendant 
In  that  case,  Lord  Coke  seems  to  have  thought  that  the 
sheriff  might  have  discharged  himself  by  pleading  a  jostifi- 
cation  under  a  judgment  of  the  Court,  founded  on  the  sta- 
tute of  Richard  2,  by  which  the  defendant  is  not  allowed 
to  go  at  large  until  he  has  ''made  agree''  to  the  party; 
but  that,  if  the  defendant  made  an  agreement  with  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  discharge  him 
upon  the  mere  direction  of  the  plaintiff  himself.  THat 
case,  then,  is  an  authority  precisely  in  point;  it  seems  to 
go  the  length  of  deciding,  that,  where  a  party  is  in  eieca* 
tion,  if  the  plaintiff  thinks  fit  to  discharge  him,  the  shoif 
is  a  trespasser  if  he  afterwards  detain  him.  I  do  not  meiB 
to  question  the  authority  of  that  case ;  it  is  not  necemuff 
however,  for  us  to  go  so  far,  because  here  the  writ  was  not 
executed  at  the  time  the  countermand  was  given  by  tk 
plaintiff.  In  Magnay  v.  Monger^  the  writ  was  not  put  into 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be  executed,  but  merely  fi)r  tk 
purpose  of  making  a  particular  return.    I  should  obserre 
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ihat  it  is  clear  from  Co.  Litt.  s.  507,  that  a  judgment  may  Bxek.  rf  Pkat, 
M  released  :  that  passage  is,  no  doubt,  the  authority  upon  '  ^ 

fhich  Mr.  Preston  introduced  his  correction  of  the  text  in       Baamr 
Jhqipard's  Touchstone.  St.  Qu'intin. 

Aldebson,  B. — The  case  in  Bulstrode  is  decisive ;  there 
[jQrd  Coke  says — "  One  being  in  execution,  the  plaintiff 
iomefl  and  says  to  the  sheriff,  '  Set  him  at  large  out  of 
prison;'  if  he  will  detain  him  afterwards  but  the  space  of 
in  hour,  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  will  lie  against 
Inm  for  this.''  A  fortiori  the  sheriff  must  be  liable,  if  he 
It  desired  not  to  take  the  defendant,  because  in  that  case 
Hie  original  taking  is  unlawful.  The  objection  to  the  re- 
plication might,  perhaps,  have  been  fatal  on  special  de- 
murrer; but  whether  the  matter  stated  to  the  sheriff  was 
Qie  release,  or  whether  a  direction  was  given  not  to  exe- 
ente  the  writ,  the  plaintiff  having  discharged  the  defendant, 
tlie  sheriff  had  no  right  to  take  him. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


FaIRBBASS  v.  PeTTIT.  Jan.  20. 

J- His  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  The  jurat  of  an 
^^  the  defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  enter  a  sug-  *„  thVfoibwing 
!*Kon  on  the  roll  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  pur-  ff *T" '""  k  f 
^'^t  to  the  Sandwich  Court  of  Bequests  Act,  47  Geo.  3,  me,  j.e.  8.,»y 
'^Xiv.    By  the  17th  section  of  that  act,  the  commission-  —Held,  suffi- 
■*  *re  empowered  to  determine  all  disputes  and  differences  ^'^-J^^ 
^een  party  and  party,  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  j65,  in  co^ej***!  ^y 

I  *^       -^  ^       •'^  "^  ©         '         verdict,  and  not 

^  ^^ions  or  causes  of  debt ;''  and  the  45th  section  enacts,  the  amount 

claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  to  be 

^^  him,  18  to  be  considered  as  the  debt  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  within  the  meaning 

^  Sandwich  Court  of  Requests  Act,  47  Geo.  3,  c.  zxzv« 


sum  re- 
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action  or  snit  for  uiy  debt 
Ttitoe  of  tbia  act  ia  the  said  coart  of  rec 
FAiKBftAH  commeDced  in  any  other  court  vhatsoere 
PnriT.  than  in  the  said  court  of  reqnests,  then  ani 
case,  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  in  such  acti< 
not,  hy  reason  of  a  rerdict  for  him,  her,  or 
vise,  be  entitled  to  any  costs  whataoeTcr." 
by  his  p  articnlars  of  demand,  claimed  the  sni 
bat  obtained  a  verdict  for  £4  only. 


Deedei  shewed  cause. — There  is  a  prelin 
to  the  affidavit  on  which  this  rule  ivas  o 
does  not  clearly  appear  to  be  sworn  before  t 
The  jnrat  w  in  the  following  terms : — "  Si 
J.  E.  Solley,  by  commiaion."  That  does 
shew  under  what  commissioa  Mr.  Solley  w: 
had  been  "  a  commissioner,  &c,"  it  must  be  ad 
be  sufficient,  according  to  the  decisions;  bi 
He  cited  Kennett  v.  Jonea  (a),  Bwrdeian  t.  J 
T.  Hayward  (c),  and  Howard  v.  Brown  (d), 

Horn,  caotri. — In  Htytkins  t.  Pledger  {e), 
commission  "  were  held  sufficient.  There 
precisely  in  the  same  form  as  the  present, 
fore  an  authority  expressly  in  point. 


Faese,  B. — Yes ;  the  jurat  imports  Ha 
ministering  the  oath  is  acting  under  a  coi 
entitles  him  to  take  affidavits.  That  is  a 
to  be  presumed.  If  he  be  not  a  commissi 
making  the  objection  might  have  inquired, 
fact  to  be  so. 


(a)  7  T.  R.  451. 
(0  9  M.  ft  W.  327. 
(c)  11  U.&  W.67n. 


(d)  4  Bing. '. 
(«)  1  DovU  < 
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Aldbr80n,B. — Hopkins  Y,  Pledger  is  an  express  decision  Bxeh.  of  Plea*, 
Jon  the  point,  and  we  must  be  bound  by  it.  ^ 

Fairbbass 

9, 

Deedes  then  shewed  cause  upon  the  merits.  The  claim  Pbttit. 
ing  for  6/.  16«.  M.j  this  was  not  a  "  dispute  and  differ- 
ce^'  for  a  sum  not  exceeding  £5,  within  the  17th  section 
the  act.  That  clause  is  an  unusual  one,  and  is  not  to  be 
md  in  other  acts  of  this  description.  It  is  admitted  that 
ordinary  cases  the  sum  recovered  is  to  be  considered 
the  sum  recoverable,  but  here  the  act  relates  to  the 
termination  of  disputes  and  differences  not  exceeding 
J  and  the  defendant  therefore  ought  to  have  shewn 
it  there  was  no  dispute  or  difference  as  to  a  sum  ex- 
^ing  £5. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
icharged.  The  sum  recovered  by  the  verdict  is  to  be 
nsidered  as  the  debt  for  which  the  action  is  brought. 
lat  was  decided  in  Shaddick  v.  Bennett  (a)  and  Baddley 
Oliver  (J),  where  there  were  the  same  words. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


(«)  4  B.  &  Cr.  769;  7  D.  &  R.  229.  (b)  1  C.  &  M.  219. 
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Exeh.  of  PUaSf 
1844. 

Jan.  20. 

A  pirty  who 
refuses  to  give 
lureties  to  keep 
the  peace  may 
be  coromitted 
to  the  house  of 
correction, 
under  6  Geo.  1, 
c.  19,8.  2, 
which  em- 
powers justices 
of  the  peace  to 
commit  either 
to  the  common 
gaol  or  house 
of  correction, 
as  they  shall 
think  fit,  and 
such  committal 
need  not  neces- 
sarily be  to  the 
common  gaol 
of  the  county. 


Ex  parte  Aston. 

JtllLL  had  obtained  a  rale  calling  upon  O.  Briscoe  and 
J.  Barker^  the  committing  magistrates^  A.  P.  Bre?itt|ihe 
party  complaining  before  them,  and  the  keeper  of  the 
house  of  correction  at  Stafford,  to  shew  cause  why  s  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  should  not  issne  to  the  keeper,  command- 
ing him  to  have  the  body  of  William  Aston  before  thii 
Court,  on  a  day  to  be  named  by  the  Court.     The  groond 
of  the  application  was,  that  the  commitment  ought  to  hate 
been  made  to  the  county  gaol,  and  not  to  the  houae  of 
correction.    The  afiSdavit  on  which  the  rule  was  gnrnted 
stated,  that  William  Aston  had  been  committed  to  and 
was  then  confined  in  the  house  of  correction  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Stafford,  under  a  warrant  of  commitment  under 
the  hands  of  George  Briscoe  and  John  Barker,  for  refiuing 
to  find  sureties  to  keep  the  peace  towards  Archibald  Panl 
Brevitt.    The  warrant  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

''  To  all  constables  and  peace  officers  in  the  said  coanty^ 
and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction  at  Stafford,  in 
the  said  county. 

''  Whereas  Archibald  Paul  Brevitt,  of  the  parish  of  Da^ 
laston,  in  the  said  county,  gentleman,  hath  made  oath 
before  us,  George  Briscoe  and  John  Barker,  Esqs.,  two  of 
her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said 
county  of  Stafford,  that  he  is  afraid  that  William  AstoOj 
of  the  parish  of  Lapley,  in  the  said  county,  farmer,  will  do 
him  some  bodily  injury,  having  so  threatened,  and  hath 
therefore  required  surety  of  the  peace  and  good  behavKmr 
against  the  said  William  Aston:  And  whereas  the  said 
William  Aston  has  this  day  been  brought  before  us  to  an- 
swer the  said  complaint ;  and  upon  our  examination  thert* 
of,  we  the  said  justices  have  ordered  and  adjudged,  and  do 
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)b7  order  and  adjudge,  that  the  said  William  Aston  shall  Exeh.  of  pieas, 
sufficient  securities  to  be  bound  with  him  in  a  recog-  .  ^'  . 
nee  in  the  sum  of  £25  each,  for  him  to  keep  the  peace  Ex  parte 
to  be  of  good  behaviour  towards  the  Queen  and  all  her 
s  people,  and  especially  towards  the  said  Archibald  Paul 
ritt,  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  now  next  en- 
g:  And  whereas  the  said  William  Aston  hath  refosed 
doth  now  refuse,  before  us,  to  find  such  sureties ;  these 
herefore  to  require  you,  the  said  constables,  forthwith  to 
'ey  the  said  William  Aston  to  the  said  house  of  correct 
and.  to  deliver  him  to  the  said  keeper  thereof  there, 
ther  with  this  precept.  And  we  do  hereby  require 
the  said  keeper,  to  receive  the  said  William  Aston 
your  custody  in  the  said  house  of  correction,  and  him 
8  safely  to  keep  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month, 
•s  he  shall  in  the  mean  time  find  such  securities 
Maid  to  keep  the  peace  and  be  of  good  behaviour  for 
term  above  mentioned.  Given  under  our  hands  and 
I,  the  5th  day  of  January,  1844. 

''  George  Briscob  (L.  S.). 
''  John  Barker  (L.  S.).'' 


he  governor  of  the  prison  stated,  in  his  affidavit  in  an- 
r,  that  the  gaol  and  house  of  correction  were  one  and 
same  building,  under  the  same  continuous  roof^  and 
in  the  same  boundary  wall,  and  that  he  was  governor 
K>th;  that  all  persons  committed  for  assaults,  or  for 
t  of  sureties  to  keep  the  peace,  either  to  the  gaol  or 
le  of  correction,  were  confined  in  one  department, 
h  was  called  "  Misdemeanants'  Class,''  being  the  only 
i  in  the  prison  that  could  be  appropriated  to  so  nume- 
a  class  of  prisoners ;  and  that,  had  the  commitment  of 
•aid  W.  Aston  been  directed  to  the  "  keeper  of  the 
,"  instead  of  to  the  "  keeper  of  the  house  of  correction," 
said  W.  Aston  would  have  been  placed  in  the  same 
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Etdk.  rf  Pita*,  class  and  building  where  he  then  va 
'   -     under  the  same  rules  and  regulations 
Eip«rte 

Martin  now  shewed  cause. — This  i 
fectly  legal.  The  stat.  6  Geo.  1,  c.  1 
"that  vagrants  and  other  CTiminals,  c 
chained  with  small  offences,  are  for 
want  of  sureties,  to  he  committed  t 
being  adjudged  that  by  law  the  justice 
commit  them  to  any  other  prison  fbi 
by  experience  hath  been  found  to  be 
expensive,"  enacts,  "  that  it  shall  be  1 
of  the  peace,  within  their  respective 
mit  sach  vagrants  and  other  crimini 
and  persons,  either  to  the  common  gs 
tion,  as  they  in  their  judgment  shall  tl 
an  express  authority  to  the  justices  tc 
of  correction ;  and  under  that  aathori 
good.  It  appears,  also,  from  the  stat 
the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  ss.  5  and  10,  anc 
B.  10,  that  the  justices  have  the  pon 
prisoners;  and  the  affidavit  states  tl 
been  placed  in  the  same  class  in  the 
had  been  committed  to  the  gaol  ini 
correction.  But,  independently  of  i 
is  perfectly  good  by  the  stat.  6  Geo.  1, 
in  the  recent  acts  to  affect  that  stat 
Ex  parte  Evans  (a)  and  WiUa  v.  Brid, 
to  shew  that  the  house  of  correction 
confinemeot  for  safe  cnstody  in  anch  : 

HUl,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^This  ii 
nor  any  offence  known  to  the  law, 
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do  another  an  injury,  for  wliich  the  magistrates  are  em-   Baeek.  rfpieat, 

powered  to  bind  the  party  over  to  keep  the  peace ;  but  the  *  ^ 

commitment,  in  such  a  case,  in  the  event  of  the  party's       Bz  parte 

lefinal  to  find  sureties,  ought  to  have  been  to  the  county 

gaol,  of  which  the  sheri£f  is  the  keeper.    Long  prior  to  the 

inslitating  of  houses  of  correction,  it  was  enacted  by  the 

itat  14  £dw.  8,  c.  10,  that  all  gaols  should  be  under  the 

eiie  and  custody  of  the  sheriffs,  and  that  statute  has  never 

been  repealed;  and  the  only  jurisdiction  that  a  justice  of 

tiie  peace  had  at  common  law,  when  a  person  refused  to  find 

nretieB,  was  to  commit  him  to  gaol^  from  which,  as  soon  as 

liefinds  sureties,  he  is  entitled  to  be  discharged.   The  stat. 

(  Geo.  1,  c.  10,  s.  2,  applies  only  to  the  case  of  vagrants, 

or  criminals  and  persons  charged  with  small  offences,  and 

V  not  applicable  to  the  present  case.  The  words  there  used, 

''or  ibr  want  of  sureties,^'  must  be  understood  as  applying 

o&Iy  to  cases  were  sureties  are  required  in  respect  of  the 

otfenoes  therein  named.    But  this  man  is  not  either  a  va- 

Snnt,  a  criminal,  or  a  person  charged  with  small  offences. 

^beie  is  an  obvious  distinction  between  a  gaol  and  a  house 

^^ correction;  the  former  is  merely  a  place  for  safe  cus- 

My,  whereas  the  latter  is  a  place  of  punishment  or  work. 

^^oondly,  the  5th  section  of  the  4  Qeo.  4,  c.  64,  provides, 

^t  '<  where  any  house  of  correction  shall  be  part  of  the 

''^e  building,  or  inclosed  in  the  same  boundary  wall  as 

^diall  be  contiguous  to  the  common  gaol,  or  shall  be  un- 

^  tilt  superintendence  of  the  same  keeper  and  the  same 

^^^g  justices,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  of  the 

P^^<^  of  the  county  &c.,  assembled  at  any  general  or  quar- 

^  Sessions  from  time  to  time,  with  the  consent  of  the  she- 

^  of  the  county,'^  to  classify  the  prisoners.    But  it  does 

^^  appear  from  the  affidavit  in  this  case,  that  the  requi- 

''^^^  there  mentioned  exist  or  have  been  complied  with ; 

^^  the  house  of  correction  is  under  the  superintendence 

^  the  same  visiting  justices,  or  that  there  has  been  any 

^^^  of  sessions  made,  or  the  consent  of  the  sheriff  ob- 
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Exek.  rf  PUai,  tained.  The  statement  of  the  practice  of  the  keeper  of  thj 

prison  cannot  affect  the  law  of  the  case. 


Ex  parte 

AtTON. 


Lord  Abinorr,  C.  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  role 
ought  to  be  discharged.  The  objection  to  this  warrant  ol 
commitment  is  not  that  the  party  complaining  ought  notti 
have  been  committed  at  all^  but  that  he  ought  to  have  beei 
committed  to  the  county  gaol,  and  not  to  the  house  of  oor 
rection.  The  first  question  is,  whether  a  commitment  fbi 
want  of  sureties  is  l^al;  and  of  that  there  can  be  nfl 
doubt.  The  6  Qceo,  1,  c.  19,  s.  2,  which  gave  justices  d 
the  peace  power  of  committing  to  houses  of  correctioB, 
does  not  mention  felons,  but  parties  charged  with  smai 
offences,  and  accordingly,  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Evani{i^ 
where  the  question  was  whether  a  person  charged  wid 
treason  could  be  committed  to  the  house  of  correctioB 
Lord  Kenyon  admits,  that  the  practice  of  committiii| 
felons  to  the  house  of  correction  cannot  be  founded  on  ib 
authority  of  that  statute,  which  applies  to  inferior  offenea 
only ;  but  he  says,  that  the  practice  of  committing  to  thi 
house  of  correction,  which  had  subsisted  since  1715,  oii|^ 
not  to  be  overthrown.  In  the  present  case,  we  have  the 
positive  statement  of  the  gaoler  that  the  party  is  commit- 
ted for  want  of  sureties,  and  that  all  persons  so  committed 
are  confined  in  the  department  where  the  prisoner  lui 
been  placed.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  keeper  of  tb 
gaol  is  justified  by  the  uniform  practice,  the  house  of  c(xw 
rection  being  in  fact  a  public  gaol. 

Parke,  B. — It  is  admitted  that  the  only  question  ht 
our  consideration  now  is,  whether  the  commitment  d 
this  man  by  the  justices  to  the  house  of  correctioD,  fa 
want  of  sureties  to  keep  the  peace,  is  a  valid  commitmeot 
If  it  is,  no  doubt  the  party  is  in  proper  custody.    NotiiuV 

(a)  8  T.  R.  172. 
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torns  on  the  construction  of  the  new  gaol  acts ;  and  the  Exch,  of  puom, 
question  being  reduced  to  what  I  have  stated,  it  appears  to     ^   ^      ^ 
me  that  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Evans  goes  the  full  length  of      ^  pvte 
deciding  it.   Previously  to  the  6  G^.  1,  c.  19,  there  might 
htfe  been  some  doubt  whether  the  house  of  correction  was 
the  proper  place  of  custody  of  a  person  committed  under 
circEuiistances  like  the  present :  but  there  can  be  none  since 
that  statute,  which  enacts,  that  "  all  vagrants  and  other 
criminals,  offenders,  and  persons  charged  with  small  of- 
fences may  be  committed  by  justices  of  the  peace  either  to 
the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction  for  such  offences, 
cr  for  want  of  sureties.''    The  effect  of  these  words  is  to 
nmke  the  house  of  correction  one  of  the  King's  prisons  for 
dte  custody  of  such  offenders.  Then,  in  consequence  of  the 
wdl-known  practice  of  classifying   felons    and   persons 
^ittged  with  felony  and  persons  charged  with  treason  in 
fte  same  category,  and  the  circumstance  that  they  may 
oe  sent  to  houses  of  correction,  it  shews  that,  at  least 
^''^  the  6  Gteo.  1,  these  must  be  taken  to  be  public  gaols ; 
^  all  that  the  law  requires  with  respect  to  persons  com- 
^''^^^^  for  want  of  sureties  is,  that  they  are  to  be  commit- 
w  to  a  public  gaol,  not  to  a  private  place  of  custody,  from 
^^x^ee  they  may  be  discharged  in  due  course  of  law.     In 
^  Case  already  referred  to,  of  Ex  parte  Evans,  the  Court 
^^Oeen's  Bench  decided,  that  traitors  may  be  sent  to  the 
^'^^^^^Q  of  correction  for  Middlesex,  established  for  the  sepa- 
^^  reception  of  felons  under  the  22  Geo.  8,  c.  64;  and  it 
'^^^^  to  me  that  persons  detained  for  want  of  sureties 
"^y  be  sent  to  a  house  of  correction  also.    If  it  is  a  public 
p^l  for  the  safe  custody  of  persons  charged  with  felony, 
^  ^  equally  so  for  persons  committed  for  want  of  sureties. 
^  it  were  allowable  to  import  one's  own  private  knowledge 
^^  the  case,  very  few  committals  would  be  valid,  if  this 
^^!^  to  be  held  bad. 

Aldebson,  B. — The  principle  to  be  deduced  firom  the 
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Exek.o/Pieoit  statutes  and  cases  is^  that  the  place  to  which  the  party 
.  ^'  .  committed  must  be  a  public  gaol,  as  distinguished  firct 
Ez  parte  a  private  prison,  of  which  several  instances  are  given  ji 
Ex  parte  Evans.  There  is  also  this  further  restrictun, 
that  the  gaol  must  be  one  the  regulations  of  which  oi 
not  inconsistent  with  the  nature  of  the  committal.  Letol 
try  the  present  question  by  these  two  tests.  The  hoasi 
of  correction,  in  the  present  case,  is  in  fact  the  sami 
building  as  the  gaol  itself;  the  keeper  of  the  house  d 
correction  is  the  gaoler  of  the  gaol ;  the  place  where  tU 
party  is  confined  is  the  same  room  in  which  he  wadK 
be  placed,  whether  committed  to  the  gaol  or  house  of  cot 
rection :  so  that,  in  all  respects,  the  gaol  and  house  i 
correction  are  the  same  for  this  purpose.  If,  therefore^  j 
commitment  to  the  gaol  would  be  good,  on  the  groani 
that  its  regulations  are  not  at  variance  with  the  nature  o 
the  committal,  a  committal  to  the  house  of  coirectisi 
must  be  good  also.  This,  therefore,  is  a  public  gaol  unda 
the  care  of  one  of  the  Queen's  gaolers,  and  not  of  any  pn 
vate  individual ;  he  is  the  public  oflScer  of  the  crown ;  ad 
there  is  nothing  in  the  regulations  of  the  gaol  inconsistenl 
with  the  offence  for  which  the  party  stands  committai 
These  two  propositions  being  established,  I  concur  in  tbiak* 
ing  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

QuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 
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Bxeh,  of  PleaSf 
1844. 

OoRB^  Esq.  and  Wife  v.  The  Hon.  T.  P.  Lloyd.  Jan.  18  ^  19. 

iSE  against  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  Merionethshire.  The  following 
first  coant  of  the  declaration  was  framed  upon  the  to^bea^mere' 
.  8  Ann.  c  14,  s.  1,  for  removing  the  cattle  and  goods  ^^^^^^^^  'o' 
ae  Thomas  Jones,  a  tenant  to  the  plain ti£Ps  of  a  mes-  nancy,  not  an 
^  and  lands  in  the  county  of  Merioneth,  seized  by  the  and  therefore' 
ndant  under  a  fi.  fa.  at  the  suit  of  one  Wm.  WiUiams,  SHuh^'iT**^ 
M)ut  paying  over  to  the  plaintiffs  a  year's  rent,  amount-  *tarap:— '•Me- 
te j£260,  alleged  to  have  become  due  on  the  29th  of  an  agreement 
tember,  1842.     The  second  count  was  for  a  false  return  this  sut  Jan. 
lulla  bona  to  a  fi.  fa.  issued  against  the  said  Thomas  j^^'^of^hr 
es  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  indorsed  to  levy  JE420,  2," V*'^'  ""^ 

•  o  mi         1  •    "I  T.  J.,  of  the 

IO9.  costs,  with  interest,  &c.  The  third  count  stated,  other  part.  The 
nbstance,  that  on  the  5th  May,  1842,  the  said  Thomas  ^  agrees  to^'^* 
es  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  £420,  for  rent  {>«*^o™«  ^*>! 

•^  '  tenant  of  O. 

to  the  plaintiffs ;  that  judgment  was  entered  up  thereon,  farm,  at  the 
a  fi.  fa.  issued,  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  as  sheriff  of  entry,  under 

the  following 
conditions  : 
that  the  sum  of  ;f260  annual  rent  shall  be  paid  at  the  usual  time  for  the  house,  premises, 
ands,  as  agreed  upon;  and  the  said  R.  B.  agrees  to  lay  out  in  the  improvement  and  altera- 
of  the  farm-house  and  new  sheds  a  sum  not  exceeding  ;^200,  with  the  understanding  that 
for  rafters  shall  be  found  from  the  estate ;  cartage  of  all  materials,  except  stones  for  walls, 
!  done  or  found  by  T.  J.     (Signed)     R.  B.,  T.  J." 

eld,  also,  that  this  agreement  did  not  necessarily  import,  in  point  of  law,  that  the  year's 
was  to  be  payable  at  the  end  of  the  year  from  the  time  of  entry ;  but  that  it  might  be 
rn  from  the  contemporaneous  or  subsequent  dealings  of  the  parties,  that  their  understanding 
that  the  rent  should  become  payable  at  an  earlier  period. 

appeared  in  evidence  that  the  customary  time  of  entry  on  farms  in  the  neighbourhood  was 
12th  of  May ;  and  that  the  rents  on  the  estate  of  which  G.  farm  was  a  part,  were  always  re- 
ed payable  at  Michaelmas,  the  audit  day  being  in  January.  T.  J.  entered  on  the  farm  in  the 
Dg  of  1840,  and  continued  in  possession  until  1842.  In  May  1842,  he  owed  an  arrear  of 
I  tmounting  to  ;^160,  and  on  the  pressing  application  of  his  landlord,  executed  a  warrant 
ttomey  for  ;f420,  the  amount  of  that  arrear  and  of  the  current  year's  rent,  upon  the  under  • 
idmg  that  judgment  was  to  be  entered  up  thereon,  and  a  fi.  fa.  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  but 
t  it  was  not  to  be  executed  unless  other  writs  against  T.  J.  came  to  the  sheriff's  hands.  In 
lober  1842,  application  was  again  made  to  T.  J.,  for  payment  of  rent,  he  being  expressly 
Bnaed  that  another  year's  rent  had  then  become  due ;  and  on  that  occasion  he  paid  a  sum  on 
=Mnt,  and  undertook  to  pay  the  remainder  before  the  Christmas  following.  In  November 
^2,  other  writs  against  T.  J.  having  come  to  the  sheriff's  hands,  the  fi.  fa.  issued  upon  the 
^tnt  on  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  executed : — 

^cU,  first,  that  under  these  circumstances  there  was  suflicient  evidence  to  warrant  a  finding 
^  the  year's  rent  became  payable  at  Michaelmas. 

^'coQdly,  that  the  giving  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  under  the  above  circumstances  was  not 
^  of  bankruptcy  by  T.  J.,  as  a  procuring  of  hit  goods  to  he  taken  in  execution. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas,  of  Merionethshire^  to  be  executed;  that  the  defenda^ 
^^^'   .     seized  and  took  in  execution  certain  cattle,  goods,  aii^ 
chattels  of  Thomas  Jones  under  the  said  writ,  and  coo. 
tinned  in  possession  thereof  for  a  long  space  of  time,  ao^ 
until  after  the  said  Thomas  Jones  had  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  the  sums  indorsed  on  the  writ  during  aU  duit 
time  remaining  unpaid  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  after  tbe 
said  seizure  by  the  defendant,  and  before  the  commissioA 
by  Thomas  Jones  of  the  said  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  do> 
fendant,  as  such  sheriff,  could  and  reasonably  might  and 
ought  to  have  sold  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chatteb 
under  the  said  writ,  and  have  raised  thereout  the  monia 
indorsed  on  the  writ.     Breach,  that  the  defendant  wilfblfy 
neglected  the  execution  of  the  said  writ,  and  frandulentlf 
and  wrongfully,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff^ 
forbore  to  sell  and  did  not  sell  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chit- 
tels  of  the  said  Thomas  Jones  for  a  long  and  unreasonaUs 
time,  to  wit,  from  the  1st  November  to  the  20th  Novem* 
ber,  1842,  and  until  the  said  Thomas  Jones  committed  a 
act  of  bankruptcy  and  became  bankrupt,  and  until  after 
he  had  so  become  bankrupt ;  whereupon  he  the  said  Tho- 
mas Jones  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Sec.,  duly  declared  a 
bankrupt  under  a  certain  fiat  in  bankruptcy  theretdon^ 
and  after  the  committing  of  the  said  act  of  banknipU^, 
issued  against  him ;  by  means  whereof  the  said  cattk^ 
goods,  and  chattels,  so  being  in  the  hands  of  the  defendaniy 
as  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  under  the  said  writ,  unsold,  then,  to 
wit,  from  the  time  of  committing  the  said  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, ceased  to  be  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the 
said  Thomas  Jones,  and  became  and  were  unavailable  tat 
the  purpose  of  levying  thereupon  the  said  sums  of  mon^ 
so  indorsed  on  the  said  writ,  whereby  the  plaintifis  weio 
hindered  and  prevented  from  having  the  same  sold  under 
the  said  writ,  and  the  said  monies  still  are  wholly  m- 
paid,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty  to  the  whole 
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declaration ;  secondly,  as  to  the  first  count,  that  Thomas  Bieh.  rf  Pittu, 
Jones  did  not  hold  or  occupy  the  said  messuage  or  lands  in     ^  ^°^^' 
the  declaration  mentioned  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  plain- 
tiffi,  modo  et  formft;  thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the 
odd  Bam  of  money  was  not  due  and  payable  from  the  said 
Thomas  Jones  to  the  plaintiffs  for  and  on  account  of  the 
nid  rent,  modo  et  formft ;  fourthly,  to  the  first  count,  a 
judgment  recovered  by  the  plaintifTs  against  Thomas  Jones 
far  the  said  rent ;  fifthly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  take  the  said  cattle,  goods,  or  chattels,  or 
Bny  of  them,  under  the  said  writ,  modo  et  formft;  sixthly, 
to  the  second  count,  that  the  said  writ  therein  mentioned 
vas  not  delivered  to  the  defendant  to  be  executed,  modo 
ct  form&;  seventhly,  a  plea  to  the  second  count,  in  the  same 
terms  as  the  fifth  plea;  eighthly,  to  the  second  count,  that 
the  judgment  in  that  count  mentioned  to  have  been  ob- 
tained and  entered  up  was  a  judgment  by  nil  dicit,  on  a 
Wrant  of  attorney  executed  by  the  said  Thomas  Jones  for 
^0  for  rent  due  to  the  plaintiffs  [setting  it  out] ;  that, 
*fter  the  seizing  and  taking  in  execution  of  the  said  cattle, 
{oods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  Thomas  Jones  under  the  said 
^t,  and  before  any  sale  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  3rd  Novem- 
^9 1842,  the  said  Thomas  Jones  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
^Ptcy,  of  which  the  plaintiff's  then,  and  before  any  sale  of 
the  Said  cattle,  &c.,  had  notice,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
^«  l5th  November,  1842,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  duly 
*^arded  and  issued  against  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  under 
^hich  he  was  duly  declared  and  adjudged  to  be  a  bank- 
'^Pt;  and  that,  aftier  he  became  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  and 
•*^  the  notice  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on  the  7th 
•^^ember  in  the  year  aforesaid,  and  on  divers  days  be- 
^^n  that  day  and  the  20th  November  in  the  year  afore- 
'^^j  he  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  then 
^^ing  certain  other  writs  of  fi.  fa.,  which  had  been  delivered 
^  lum  to  be  executed  upon  the  goods  of  the  said  Thomas 
^es,  to  satisfy  divers  other  debts  and  damages,  sold  the 
Vol.  XII.  II  M.  w. 
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Bxck.  of  Pleas,  said  Cattle.  &;c.  of  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  under  the  saic 

1844 

mentioned  writs^to  satisfy  the  said  last-mentioned  debi 

damages ;  without  this^  that  he  the  defendant  levied  th 

monies  indorsed  on  the  said  writ  in  the  second  count 

tioned^  or  any  part  thereof^  out  of  the  cattle,  &c.  of  th 

Thomas  Jones,  modo  et  formft :  concluding  to  the  coi 

Ninth  plea,  to  the  second  count,  so  far  as  relates  to 

the  said  sums  of  £420  and  3/.  10s.,  and  the  said  interes 

the  sum  of  118/.  10^.,  that,  with  the  leave  and  license  < 

plaintiffs  to  him  first  given  and  granted,  the  defendan 

not  the  said  monies  and  interest,  except  as  to  the  said 

of  118/.  10^.,  before  our  lady  the  Queen  at  Westmii 

according  to  the  exigency  of  the  said  writ,  and  did  no 

the  same  or  any  part  thereof.    Verification.    The  tent! 

eleventh  pleas,  which  were  to  the  third  count,  wen 

same  in  terms  as  the  sixth  and  fifth  pleas  respectively 

twelfth,  to  the  third  count,  was  a  plea  of  leave  and  U 

generally ;  and  the  thirteenth,  also  to  the  third  count 

that,  after  the  taking  and  seizing  in  execution  of  the 

cattle,  &C.  of  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  as  in  that  count 

tioned,  and  before  the  defendant,  as  such  sheriff,  reaso: 

could  or  might  have  sold  the  same  or  any  part  thereo 

said  Thomas  Jones  committed  an  act  of  bankrupts 

became  bankrupt,  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  i 

thereof  was  then,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  given  to  the  plaintiff 

to  the  defendants ;  without  this,  that  he  the  defenda 

such  sheriff,  reasonably  could  or  might,  after  the 

seizure  by  him,  and  before  the  commission  of  the  sa 

of  bankruptcy  by  the  said  Thomas  Jones,  have  sold  th 

cattle,  &c.,  or  any  part  thereof,  under  the  said  writ  i 

third  count  mentioned,  or  have  raised  thereout  the  n 

and  interest  indorsed  on  the  said  writ,  &c.,  modo  et  fc 

concluding  to  the  country. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first,  sixth,  and  ae^ 

pleas,  except  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  cause  of  acti 

which  the  ninth  plea  was  applied ;  and  on  the  second,  t 

fifth,  eighth,  tenth,  eleventh,  and  last  pleas  generally:  t 
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twelfth  plea  they  replied^  denying  the  leave  and  license  Exch.  of  PUas, 
therein  alleged^  on  which  also  issue  was  joined  by  the  defend-  ^ 

ant:  as  to  the  first  count  and  the  defendants  fourth  plea,  ^o" 
diey  newly  assigned  that  the  rent  in  the  first  count  men-  Llotd. 
tkmed  was  certain  rent,  to  wit,  £260,  which  wholly  became 
doe  and  payable  after  the  recovery  of  the  said  judgment  in 
the  fourth  plea  mentioned :  and,  as  to  the  first  count,  so 
iar  as  the  same  applied  to  the  cause  of  action  to  which  the 
nmth  plea  was  pleaded,  they  entered  a  nolle  prosequi. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  that  the 
said  sum  of  £260,  being  the  rent  newly  assigned,  was  not, 
nor  was  any  part  thereof,  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the 
>tid  cattle,  &;c.,  due  or  in  arrear  to  the  plaintiffs  as  in  the 
first  coont  mentioned ;  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  last  Chester  Assizes, 
the  Jacts  appeared  to  be  as  follow : — 

Thomas  Jones,  the  person  mentioned  in  the  pleadings, 
oil  the  31st  January,  1840,  agreed  to  take  from  the  plain- 
^  a  farm  in  the  county  of  Merioneth,  as  tenant  from 
7^  to  year,  and  the  following  agreement  was  then  drawn 
^>  and  signed  by  him  and  by  a  Mr.  Barker,  the  authorized 
•gent  of  the  plaintiffs : — 

''Memorandum  of  an  agreement  entered  into  this  31st 

^  of  January,  1840,  between  Mr.  Biobert  Barker,  as  agent 

to  WiUiam  Ormsby  Grore,  Esq.,  and  Mary  Jane  Ormsby 

^<^,  on  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Jones,  druggist,  Dol- 

Nley,  on  the  other  part.    The  nature  of  this  agreement 

^  ^  follows : — ^The  said  Thomas  Jones  hereby  agrees  to 

'^•Come  the  tenant  of  Glynn  Farm  at  the  Oistomary  time 

V entry y  under  the  following  conditions;  viz.,  that  the  sum 

^  ^260  annual  rent  shall  be  paid  at  the  usual  time  for  the 

^^)^e,  premises,  and  lands,  as  agreed  upon;  and  Mr.  Robert 

"^^ier  agrees  to  lay  out  in  the  improvement  and  altera- 

^^^  of  the  farm-house  and  new  sheds,  agreeable  to  plan 

^^  estimate  produced,  a  sum  not  exceeding  £200,  with 

^^  understanding  that  spars  for  rafters  for  the  outbuild- 

ii2 


Ll 
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tiffs,  stamped  with  an  agreement  stamp  of  £1  oi 
was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  it  amounted 
actual  demise,  and  ought  therefore  to  have  had  a 
lease  stamp.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  olgi 
and  received  the  agreement  in  evidence.  It  was 
that  the  custom  on  the  plaintiffs'  estate,  of  which 
Farm  was  a  part,  and  in  the  neighbourhood  general] 
for  the  in-coming  tenants  to  enter  on  the  12th  of 
and  Mr.  Barker  stated  that  the  whole  year's  rent  I 
payable,  according  to  the  usage  on  the  plaintiffs'  est 
the  Michaelmas-day  following ;  but  the  rent  or  auc 
was  not  held  until  the  8th  of  January.  Thomas 
actually  entered  on  the  farm  at  Lady-day,  1840. 
shortly  fell  into  arrear  with  his  rent,  and  in  March, 
the  arrears  amounted  to  £160.  Application  was  i 
sequence  made  by  Mr.  Barker,  and  by  the  plainti 
torncy,  to  Thomas  Jones,  for  some  security  to  be  gii 
the  due  payment  of  the  rent ;  and  after  some  contic 
pressure  on  their  part,  he  agreed  to  execute  a  wan 
attorney  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  for  the 
already  due,  as  for  the  current  year's  rent  of  £260,  i 
in  the  whole  the  sum  of  d£420.  Such  warrant  of  at 
was  accordingly  duly  executed  by  him  on  the  5th  o 
1842,  but  upon  the  imderstanding  between  him  ai 
Barker,  that  juderment  should  be  siened  thereon  fiirt 
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was  entered  up  on  the  warrant  of  attorney^  and  on  the  JBxeh,  rfPUat, 

lOth  a  fi.  fa.  was  delivered  to  the  under-sheriffs^  with  a     ^         * 

direction  from  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  that  it  should  not  be 

put  in  force  until  they  received  further  instructions  from 

bim^  or  until  some  other  writ  came  to  their  hands^  in  which 

ease  the  plaintiffs'  writ  was  to  have  priority.     To  this  the 

under-sheriffs  assented^  and  retained  the  writ  in  their  hands 

until  the  month  of  November  following.   In  the  beginning 

of  October,  1842,  Thomas  Jones,  being  again  called  upon 

by  Mr.  Barker  for  payment  of  the  arrears,  and  informed 

by  him  that  another  year's  rent  had  become  due,  on  the 

^h  of  September  paid  the  sum  of  £45,  and  promised  to 

Vj  the  whole,  within  £50  or  £60,  before  Christmas ;  and 

^  the  3rd  of  October  the  following  paper  was  signed  by 

Homas  Jones  and  Barker : — 

"Octobers,  1842. 

'^  Mr.  Barker  having  called  upon  Mr.  Thomas  Jones  to 

W  tbe  rent  and  arrears  due  to  W.  O.  Gore,  Esq.,  and  wife, 

^&s   assured  by  Mr.  Jones  that  it  was  not  in  his  power  to 

^  So  at  present,  but  received  a  positive  promise  that  the 

whole  should  be  paid   (within  £50)  between  this  and 

Christmas;  relying,  therefore,  upon  this  promise  of  Mr. 

Thomas  Jones,  (made  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  John  Jones, 

•licitor),  Mr.  Barker  feels  disposed  to  wait,  but  without 

^ding  himself  to  do  so. 

^'  Robert  Barker. 

''  Thomas  Jones." 

On  the  1st  of  November  following,  the  plaintiffs'  at- 
^^''^ey  received  information  that  the  under-sheriffs  had 
*^ed  on  the  goods  of  Thomas  Jones  under  two  writs,  at 
"^  «uit  of  one  Wm.  Williams  and  one  J.  Bell,  and  imme* 
*^tcly  wrote  to  desire  them  to  execute  the  plaintiffs'  writ, 
**'^^  to  levy  only  for  the  sum  of  118/.  10*.,  (the  amount  of 
^^  then  arrears  up  to  the  time  when  the  warrant  of  at- 
^^^%ey  was  given,  and  the  costs  thereof),  and  to  proceed 
^^loat  delay  to  a  sale.  A  warrant  upon  that  writ  was  ac- 
^^^"^Hlingly  delivered  to  the  ofiGicers  in  possession.  On  the  5th 


470  CASES   IN    THE   EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  of  PUa$,  of  November  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  gave  notice  to  the  si 
riff  that  a  year's  rent  was  due  at  the  Michaeknas  precedii 
and  required  him  to  pay  over  the  same  before  intermeddlii 
further  with  the  goods.  The  sale  of  Thomas  Jones's  effei 
commenced  on  the  7th  of  November,  but  was  adjourn 
from  time  to  time  until  the  15th,  in  consequence,  at  t 
under-sheriffs  alleged,  of  the  occurrence  of  several  fairs 
the  neighbourhood,  which  rendered  it  inexpedient  to  pr 
ceed  with  it  sooner.  On  the  15th  the  sale  was  complete 
and  the  goods  realized  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  tl 
plaintiffs'  execution.  On  the  same  day,  the  15th  of  N< 
vember,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  Thomas  Jone 
founded  on  an  act  of  bankruptcy  alleged  to  have  bee 
committed  by  him,  by  absenting  himself  from  his  dwelfing 
house,  with  intent  to  delay  creditors,  on  the  4th  of  No 
vember.  It  appeared  that  the  under-sheriffs  were  the  it 
tornics  for  the  creditors  at  whose  suit  the  writs  were  put  ii 
on  the  Ist  of  November,  and  were  also  the  solicitors  nndc 
the  fiat. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case,  it  was  contended,  o 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  first,  that  the  year's  rent  allege 
to  be  due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  29th  September,  184S 
had  merged  in  the  judgment  entered  up  on  the  warrant  < 
attorney,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  reeon 
it  under  the  first  count ;  secondly,  that,  under  the  agni 
ment  between  Thomas  Jones  and  the  plaintiffs,  the  curro 
year's  rent  did  not  become  due  until  the  8th  of  Januar 
1843 ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  giving  of  the  warrant  of  a 
torney  was  itself  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  6  G^.  • 
c.  16,  s.  2,  being  a  procuring  by  Thomas  Jones  of  his  gooc 
to  be  taken  in  execution  under  it.  The  learned  Jud( 
reserved  the  first  and  last  of  these  questions  for  the  opinio 
of  the  Court.  The  defendant  then  adduced  evidence  • 
shew  the  commission  of  the  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  c 
the  4th  of  November,  and  proved  the  fiat  and  other  pr 
ceedings  in  the  bankruptcy,  and  also  gave  evidence  to  she 
that  the  sale  had  not  been  unnecessarily  or  improper^ 


^ervis  and  Webby  now  shewed  cause. — ^AU  the  points 
"^^^e  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  leave  the  third  count  of 
^^  declaration  untouched ;  and  there  is  no  issue,  as  to  that 
^^^t,  on  the  bankruptcy.    The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  are 
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delayed.    The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  left  it  to  s^ck.  qfPiean, 
the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether  the  yearns  rent  was  due  and 
payable  on  the  29th  of  September,  or  on  the  8th  of  Janu- 
ary; secondly,  whether  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  4th  of 
No? ember  had  been  proved ;  and,  thirdly,  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  been  guilty  of  unreasonable  delay  in  effecting 
flie  sale.    The  jury  found,  first,  that  the  rent  was  proved 
i     to  have  been  due  on  the  29th  of  September ;  secondly,  that 
no  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  proved ;  and,  lastly,  that 
there  was  an  unreasonable  and  improper  delay  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  sheriff  towards  a  sale,  before  the  7th  of 
November.    The  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  878/.  10*. ;  viz.  £260,  the  year's  rent  due  in 
September,  on  the  first  count,  and  118/.  10*.,  the  previous 
^i^'cars,  and  the  costs  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  on  the 
®^er  counts :  leave  being  reserved  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
^  defendant  on  such  issues  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

^  last  Michaelmas  Term,  Kelly  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 

**''«©  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  de- 

™dant,  or  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the 

™0'iring  grounds : — First,  that  the  agreement  of  the  31st 

J«ttUary,  1840,  could  not  be  applied  by  parol  evidence,  and 

™t  either  it  was  bad  for  uncertainty  as  to  the  period  when 

™  Tent  was  to  become  payable,  or  the  first  year's  rent  did 

^^  become  due  under  it  until  Lady-day,  1841,  the  tenant 

tavi^ig  actually  entered  at  Lady-day,  1840,  and  so  no  rent 

^•^    due  (beyond  the  £115)  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  by 

^  sheriff;  secondly,  that  that  agreement  was  not  admis- 

"^1^,  for  want  of  a  lease  stamp ;  and,  thirdly,  that  the 

P^^i^  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  an  act  of  bank- 

'.    Against  this  rule 
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ek.  tfPkoit  dearly  entitied,  in  any  view  of  the  case,  to  le 
^®^*       verdict  for  the  118/.  10s.  Bat  none  of  the  pointi 
this  role  is  founded  can  be  sustained. 

First,   as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  agree 
amounts  to  a  mere  agreement  for  a  future  tei 
passes  no  present  interest.     It  contains  no  demii 
on  the  part  of  the  supposed  lessors,  nor  any  agn 
the  part  of  Jones  to  take.    Everything  appean 
fieri.    The  plaiutifis  grant  nothing,  but  agree 
money  on  the  premises,  and  in  consideration  the 
agrees  that  he  will  become  the  tenant  on  a  future 
period  of  the  tenancy  is  mentioned.     Could  not 
tiffs  have  brought  ejectment  against  the  formei 
he  had  held  over  after  the   customary  time  < 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  could  Jones  have  brougl 
after  that  day  ?    It  could  not  have  been  the  in 
the  parties  that  Jones  should  be  bound  as  te 
liable  to  the  large  rent  of  £260,  until  the  stip 
the  improvement  of  the  premises,  which  was  ' 
consideration  for  his  becoming  tenant  and  j 
amount  of  rent,  should  first  have  been  carrier 
Clayton  v.  Burtenshaw  {a)  is  in  point.    Therf 
strument  under  seal,  A.  agreed  to  take  and  I 
tain  premises  at  a  certain  yearly  rent,  but 
fixed  for  the  commencement  or  determinaf 
terest ;  and  it  was  agreed  that  A.  should  tak 
to  be  made  on  a  future  day,  the  fixtures 
stock  in  trade  on  the  premises.     It  was  h 
only  an  agreement  for  a  lease.     And  JBoi 
royd,  J.,  rest  their  decision  on  the  grounr 
that  it  contained  no  words  binding  the 
demise. 

Secondly,  no  point  was  made  at  the  t 
mentis  being  void  for  uncertainty ;  tb 
was,  that  upon  the  terms  of  it  the 

(a)  5  B.  &  Cr.  41:  7  D.  & 
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Jaxmaiy^  as  being  the  "  usual  time  of  payment*'  according  Bxeh.  qfPiea», 

to  t;he  evidence.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  contract  of  this 

natnire  can  be  said  to  be  void  for  uncertainty.  And  surely 

it     may  be  explained  and  applied,  if  uncertain  or  ambi- 

gixous  in  its  terms,  by  parol  evidence.    Here  the  document 

expressly  refers  to  the  parol  agreement  of  the  parties,  when 

It  speaks  of  the  usual  time  of  payment  "  as  agreed  upon/* 

It  is  plain  that  the  '^  customary  time  of  entry''  referred  to 

tke  custom  of  the  country,  the  ^'  usual  time  of  payment" 

to  the  time  when  the  rents  were  made  payable  on  the 

plaintiffs'  estate.    Then  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  par- 

tiesj  especially  the  signing  by  Jones  of  the  paper  of  the 

Stl  of  October,  after  express  intimation  that  another  year's 

vcQt  had  become  due,  were  ample  evidence  to  go  to  the 

• 

J^  that  the  contract  was  for  payment  of  the  year's  rent 
^  Afichaelmas;  and  no  complaint  is  made  that  the  jury 
^^^ii^e  to  a  wrong  conclusion  on  the  facts. 

I^i^stly,  the  giving  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  an 
^  of  bankruptcy.  The  procuring  by  a  party  of  his  goods 
^  l>«  taken  in  execution  imports  that  it  is  a  proceeding 
^Sinating  with  and  initiated  by  himself;  whereas  here 
^  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  under  the  strongest 
P«^«ure.  The  words  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  3,  are,  "  If 
^y  trader  shall  depart  this  realm,  &c.,  or  suffer  himself 
to  lie  arrested  for  any  debt  not  due,  or  yield  himself  to 
P^i^on,  or  suffer  himself  to  be  outlawed,  or  procure  himself 
^  l>e  arrested,  or  his  goods,  money,. or  chattels  to  be  at- 
***^hed,  sequestered,  or  taken  in  execution,"  &c. :  the  word 

pi'ocure  "  being  rendered  even  stronger  by  its  juxtaposi- 
"^^  with  other  words  importing  a  submission  by  the  trader 
•^  the  acts  of  others.  The  procuring,  which  is  thereby 
™^e  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  an  act  in  the  nature  of  a 
"^^dulent  preference:  Hall  v.  Wallace  (a).  No  act  sub- 
"^^ted  to  by  the  trader  on  pressure  of  a  creditor  can  pos- 
*^^*y  be  deemed  a  procurement  by  him. 

(a)  7  M.  &  W.  353. 
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Kelly,  Chilton,  and  Toumsend,  in  support  of  the  role.- 
First,  the  paper  signed  on  the  31st  January,  1840^  is 
lease,  and  not  a  mere  agreement  for  a  future  demise, 
is  not  the  less  a  lease  because  the  interest  is  to  oommeni 
in  future.  It  is  said  it  contains  no  words  binding  on  ti 
lessors ;  but  the  instrument  is  executed  by  them  throng 
their  agent.  If  Jones  thereby  agrees  to  take  as  tenant 
the  plaintiffs,  by  signing  it,  agree  to  let  to  him.  Wonlii 
not  an  agreement  in  like  terms,  for  the  purchase  of  goodi 
import  a  sale  ?  Clayton  v.  Burtenshaw  was  quite  a  differenl 
case  ,*  there  the  agreement  was  one  purporting  to  be  made 
by  two  parties,  but  was  executed  by  one  only,  the  propoied 
tenant.  As  Best,  C.  J.,  says,  in  Wright  v.  TrezeinmJt  («) 
''  The  landlord,  by  agreeing  to  accept  the  rent,  agree 
to  the  equivalent  for  that  rent,  in  other  words,  consents  ti 
demise :  no  particular  form  of  words  is  necessary  for  ib 
purpose.''  It  is  clear  that  the  parties  to  this  agreemen 
meant  that  Jones  shoidd  thereby  become  tenant  on  ih 
day  referred  to.  With  respect  to  the  clause  as  to  layini 
out  money  in  improvements,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  tha 
this  was  to  be  done  before  the  commencement  of  tb 
tenancy;  the  stipulation,  that  the  cartage  of  material 
should  be  done  by  Jones,  rather  points  the  other  wa} 
This  instrument  has  all  the  requisites  of  a  lease,  as  state 
in  Bac.  Abr.,  Leases,  (K),  viz.,  the  amount  of  rent,  and,  b 
reference,  the  commencement  and  extent  of  the  term;  an 
there  is  no  suggestion  that  any  more  formal  instrument  c 
demise  was  to  be  executed  afterwards.  [They  cited  Pool 
V.  Bentley  (&).]  But  if  there  was  no  actual  demise  by  tU 
agreement,  how  could  this  action  lie  against  the  sherifl 
for  the  entry  was  clearly  under  it  ? 

But,  secondly,  the  agreement,  as  to  the  time  for  paj 
ment  of  the  rent,  is  uncertain  and  void ;  or,  if  not,  it  is  t 
be  construed  as  if  it  were  silent  as  to  the  time  of  pay 
ment,  in  which  case  the  law  comes  in,  and  applies  it  to  tb 

(a;  Moo.  &  Mai.  232.  (6)  12  East,  168. 
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end  of  the  year  from  the  time  of  entry.   Under  this  agree-  ^eh.  of  PUat, 
ment  the  rent  is  clearly  payable  only  once  a  year,  and  '   ^ 

therefore  it  is  immaterial  how  the  tenant  has  in  fact  paid :         ^^^^ 
the  conduct  of  the  parties  could  not  give  a  meaning  to  the       Lloyo. 
I    written  contract.     But>  at  all  events,  such  an  instrument 
j    cannot  be  construed  by  reference  to  the  times  of  payment 
'    nraal  on  the  estates  of  the  particular  landlord;  if  any  evi- 
dence be  admitted  to  explain  it,  it  should  be  that  of  the 
costom  of  the  country  generally.    Nor  can  the  legal  ope- 
ntion  of  it  be  to  give  a  forehand  rent,  unless  by  express 
stipulation,  or  necessary  implication  from  its  terms.    And 
this  is  only  an  agreement  that  the  rent  shall  be  paid — not 
tittt  it  shall  become  payable — at  the  usual  time. 

Lastly,  the  giving  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  an  act  of 

Itakruptcy.     And  this  question  is  open  on  the  third  count 

tt  Well  as  on  the  second.    There  is  a  general  verdict  for 

S^eral  damages.    At  all  events,  it  would  go  to  reduce  the 

^Ullages  to  a  nominal  amount  on  both  counts ;  for  if  there 

*M    an  act  of  bankruptcy  with  the  plaintiffs^  knowledge, 

S'u^ely  they  can  recover  no  damages  for  the  delay  com- 

pl^ned  of.     Then  this  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  by  pro- 

c^^ng  the  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution.     The  trader 

d<>Q3  give  a  fraudulent  preference,  when  he  gives  a  warrant 

^  attorney  and  a  judgment  for  money  not  then  due,  with 

the  secret  stipulation  that  it  shall  be  enforced  so  as  to  give 

^  priority  over  the  executions  of  other  creditors.    When 

■^  M  adopts  the  act  of  the  other  parties,  it  becomes  a  pro* 

^^'^''^g,  as  much  as  if  he  made  a  voluntary  conveyance 

^Wch  was  brought  to  him  ready  drawn  and  engrossed.    If 

*^  Voluntarily  act  on  the  suggestion  of  another  in  giving 

^'^^h  an  instrument,  that  is  sufficient ;  and  the  necessary 

^^^^^uence  of  such  an  act  is  to  defeat  and  delay  the  rest 

*^iB  creditors. 

'^'^OTd  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 

Me  discharged.    The  case  has  been  very  fully  argued  and 

^^tigated,  and  I  am  prepared,  on  all  the  points  which  have 
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kai,  been  discussed,  to  give  my  judgment  against  the  defend- 
^     ant.     [His  Lordship  stated  the  first  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  pleas  to  that  count,  and  proceeded:]    That 
Thomas  Jones  held  under  a  demise   is  dear,  whichever 
way  we  view  the  document  of  the  81st  January,  1840. 
The  first  question  is,  whether  that  document  is  a  leaie, 
and  requires  a  stamp  accordingly.     There  may  be  many 
things  about  which  the  parties  may  enter  in  such  a  case 
into  a  written  agreement,  without  its  being  a  demise,  tak- 
ing it  for  granted  that  a  demise  already  exists,  or  will  exist. 
For  example,  the  one  party  may  agree  to  lay  out  monqr 
on  the  premises,  in  consideration  that  the  other  will  agree 
that  he  shall  thereafter  become  tenant.  This  paper  deady 
refers  to  some  parol  agreement  between  the  parties,  con- 
taining some  other  stipulations.   Where  the  parties  sign  an. 
agreement  containing  all  the  particulars  of  a  demise,  it^ 
may  no  doubt  be  considered  as  imparting  a  present  intend^ 
though  it  contains  words  of  agreement  on  the  part  of  ono 
of  them  only.    But  that  is  where  it  contains  all  the  teniae 
of  the  demise,  which  is  not  the  case  here.    There  is  mO 
statement  of  the  commencement  or  duration  of  the  teot- 
ancy — ^no  stipulation  that  the  party  shall  occupy  for  a  ye*^ 
or  a  longer  period :  nothing  more  than  a  legal  infiereiio^y 
that,  if  he  occupies  for  a  year,  he  must  pay  rent  at  the; 
therein  mentioned. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  this  document  does, 
point  of  law,  import  a  time  for  payment  of  the  rent,  maoiAy* 
at  the  end  of  the  year,  computing  it  from  the  time  of  entiy- 
But  there  is  no  legal  necessity  that  rent  should  be  paid  ^^ 
the  end  of  the  year.    Again,  it  is  argued  that  Barker^^ 
statement  to  Jones  does  not  involve  any  statement  of  tla^ 
time  when  the  rent  became  payable,  and  that  at  all  evea't^ 
we  must  so  construe  the  agreement  as  to  make  it  payable 
on  the  8th  of  January,  that  being  the  usual  time  of  aetv^ 
payment.     Such  are  not  the  terms  of  the  document  itself/ 
but  it  is  said  the  parol  agreement  between  the  parti^^ 
must  be  taken  to  have  had  reference  to  the  audit-da/' 
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Looking  at  the  whole  of  the  transaction,  I  draw  the  con-  Bsek.  of  PUat, 

\QAA, 

trary  conclnsion.     It  most  in  reason  be  supposed  that  the  '  ^ 

lent  was  to  become  due  before  the  audit-day.  K  Jones  did  <^ors 
not  understand  that  at  the  time  when  he  signed  this  agree-  liLOTo. 
ment,  then  look  at  his  conduct  afterwards.  It  is  clear  he 
icted  on  the  understanding  that  the  year's  rent  was  due 
in  September^  when^  on  the  3rd  of  October^  being  expressly 
reminded  that  a  year's  rent  had  become  due^  he  made  an 
arrangement  with  Barker  for  paying  it  off  before  Christ- 
mas. There  is^  therefore^  abundant  evidence^  that^  either 
by  the  original  agreement^  or  by  some  parol  agreement  sub- 
sequently^ the  time  at  which  the  rent  should  become  pay- 
able was  fixed  at  Michaelmas-day^  and  that  this  was  ac- 
ceded to  by  the  tenant. 

The  last  question  is  as  to  the  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy, 
l^ow  that  must  depend  on  the  words  of  the  statute.  The 
Words  are,  "  If  any  trader  shall  procure  himself  to  be  ar- 
ittted,  or  his  goods,  money,  or  chattels  to  be  attached, 
Kqnestered,  or  taken  in  execution,  8z;c.,  with  intent  thereby 
to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors,''  &c.  That  means  an  in- 
tent on  his  part  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors.  The  pro- 
vision is  founded  on  what  was  already  the  established  law 
• 

^  consimili  casu,  with  respect  to  a  fraudulent  preference. 
It  is  one  of  the  modes  of  conveyance  which  are  to  constitute 
^^  of  bankruptcy.   It  might  as  well  be  said  that  any  step 

^hich  a  defendant  Yoluntarily  takes  in  a  cause  is  a  procur- 

• 

^S  of  the  judgment  and  execution  against  him,  as  that  the 

ffviug  of  this  warrant  of  attorney,  and  the  entering  up  of 

J^gment  upon  it,  was  a  procuring  by  this  man  of  his  goods 

^  be  taken  in  execution.    Nobody  ever  considered  that 

^  demote  cause  of  the  execution,  namely,  the  giving  of 

^  judgment,  is  the  act  of  bankruptcy.     There  was  no 

^^d  in  Jones's  conduct  in  giving  the  warrant  of  attorney; 

tte  contrary,  it  was  an  honest  and  proper  act,  done  to 

^^^Ui^  his  landlord  from  loss;  and  it  was  done  at  the  in- 

*^^ce  of  and  under  pressure  from  the  landlord.  I  am  clearly 


478  CA8BS   IN    THE    EXCHEQUER^ 

£xch.  of  Pleat,  of  Opinion  that  such  an  act  does  not  constitute  an  act  of 
^^^'        bankruptcy. 

With  respect  to  the  third  county  that  stands  on  a  differ- 
ent ground^  and  would  be  supported  even  though  all  theio 
objections  were  yalid.   The  plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled 
to  recover^  and  to  sustain  their  verdict  to  its  whole  extent: 
the  only  question  is^  whether  there  should  not  be  a  remit* 
titur  of  the  damages  as  to  one  of  the  two  latter  counts  of 
the  declaration;  that^  however,  is  a  matter  with  which  ve 
have  now  nothing  to  do.     On  the  whole^  therefore,  I  aia 
clearly  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Alderson^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  all  the 
points.  The  first  question  on  which  we  have  to  decide  is^ 
whether  this  memorandum,  stamped  as  it  was,  was  pro- 
perly received  in  evidence  as  an  agreement.  The  next  ii^ 
whether,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  agreementan^ 
the  parol  evidence  together,  the  rent  was  a  forehand  renl 
payable  in  September.  And  the  third  is,  whether  the  act  ol 
executing  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  an  act  of  bank* 
ruptcy. 

Now,  with  respect  to  the  first  question,  the  rule  which  tf 
laid  down  in  all  the  cases  is,  that  you  must  look  at  the  whole 
of  the  instrument,  to  judge  of  the  intention  of  the  partiei 
as  declared  by  the  words  of  it,  for  the  purpose  of  seeiof 
whether  it  is  an  agreement  or  a  lease.    And,  looking  it 
the  whole  of  this  instrument,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  m* 
not  intended  to  give  an  immediate  right  to  the  party  to  k 
from  that  moment,  and  before  the  execution  of  any  leai^& 
tenant  from  a  future  day,  but  that  the  true  construction/ 
the  instrument  is,  an  agreement  between  the  parties  that  ifc 
a  future  time  one  of  them  shall  become  the  tenant,  p^ 
vided  certain  things  are  intermediately  done  by  the  lanJ^ 
lord  or  his  agent,  so  as  to  put  the  premises  into  a  cerdi^ 
state,  which  the  agreement  describes.    Then,  it  being  theve^ 
that  this  agreement  has  been  performed,  and  that  tb^ 
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ant  is  occnpying  the  land,  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  ^ch.  rf  PUat, 

tpled  with  his  occupation,   make  him  a  tenant  upon 

\  conditions  specified  as  the  terms  of  the  future  lease. 

Iiere,  indeed,  by  an  agreement  of  this  sort,  one  person 

rees  to  take  certain  premises  at  a  certain  rent  from  a 

tain  time,  and  both  parties  sign  the  paper;  looking  at 

}  whole  of  such  an  instrument  together,  nobody  can 

ibt,  that,  though  it  contain  no  words  of  demise  by  the 

rty  who  signs  it  as  landlord,  such  an  instrument  would 

lonnt  to  a  lease,  because  you  cannot  give  effect  to  the 

nature,  unless  by  supposing  that  there  is  an  implied 

reement  to  demise,  besides  the  express  words  by  which 

3  tenant  agrees  to  take.     But  here  there  are  words  in  the 

reement  which  fully  account  for  the  signature  of  the 

idlord  in  a  totally  different  and  more  obvious  way,  viz., 

it,  before  the  party  agreed  to  become  the  tenant,  the 

idlord  had  agreed  to  do  certain  things.     In  the  other 

le  there  is  no  reason  for  the  landlord's  signature  except 

the  purpose  of  demising;  here  there  is.  It  appears  to 
S  therefore,  that  there  is  an  obvious  distinction  between 
i  two  cases,  and  that,  upon  the  whole,  this  instrument 
not  an  agreement  of  demise,  but  it  is  an  agreement 
it  there  shall  be,  under  certain  circumstances,  at  some 
nue  time,  if  certain  things  be  done,  a  demise ; — it  is  an 
reement  between  the  parties,  the  terms  of  which,  un- 
«ibtedly,were  to  regulate  the  future  tenancy,  if  a  future 
umcy  should  exist.  Then  the  next  question  is,  whether^ 
it  be  shewn  that  there  was  a  demise  afterwards,  (which 
*e  was,  by  the  occupation  of  the  party,  coupled  with 
^  other  circumstances),  the  rent  was  or  was  not  a  fore- 
^  rent.  Now  it  is  perfectly  clear,  from  all  the  circum- 
'^Ces  of  the  case,  that  a  forehand  rent  was  in  fact  paid, 
^Use  the  tenant  has  paid  his  rent  uniformly  on  the  audit- 
>  on  the  11th  January,  the  tenancy  commencing  on 

l2th  of  May;  and  the  only  question  made  at  the  trial 
'j  whether  that  forehand  rent  was  due  at  January,  or  in 

September  preceding.     Now,  that  question  being  so. 
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Exeh.  of  Pieoi,  and  it  being  indisputable  upon  all  the  circumstances  of  th^ 
^   ^^      ^     case  that  there  was  a   forehand  rent,   very  sUght  en- 
GoR«         dence  would  justify  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  condusioi^ 
Lloyd.       that  that  forehand  rent  was  due  at  Michaelmas;  and  io- 
this  case,  by  the  declaration  of  the  tenant  himself,  in  bi^ 
own  handwriting,  he  admitted  that  the  rent  was  due  w^ 
Michaelmas.     The  jury,  accordingly,  have  found  that  socb- 
was  the  agreement,  and  it  appears  to  me  they  have  fouid- 
according  to  all  the  reasonable  evidence  in  the  cause. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  act  of  bank." 
ruptcy.    Now  the  facts  appear  to  be,  that  this  warrant  iBf^ 
attorney  was  signed  by  a  party  who  was  at  that  time  im.^^ 
debted  in  a  sum  of  £160;  that,  this  sum  being  then  dn^;^ 
he  agreed  to  give  a  warrant  of  attorney  for  that  amount 
and  also  for  the  amount  of  the  current  year's  rent,  whicik 
would  become  due  in  September:  he  did  it  reluctantly^^ 
and  on  the  strong  pressure  of  the  agent  of  the  landlord^ 
present  at  the  time;  and  he  did  it  under  a  stipulaticya 
that  the  warrant  should  not  be  unnecessarily  put  in  foroe. 
How  can  we  say  that  this  is  a  procuring  of  his  goods 
to  be  taken  in  execution?     The  act  of  Parliament  speaks 
of  two  different  classes  of  acts  of  bankruptcy;  one  ii  by 
the  party's  suffering^  the  other  by  his  procuring^  certaa 
acts  to  be  done.     Surely  this  is  only  suffering;  it  cannot 
be  procuring,  because  a  person's  procuring  his  goods  to  k 
taken  in  execution  means  that  the  initiative  comes  firoa 
him — ^he  is  the  person  who  begins  to  procure — ^who  initiatei 
the  proceeding,  and  causes  the  thing  to  be  done,  in  Ae 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word.    We  should  make  no  di8tin^ 
tion  between  a  party's  suffering  and  procuring,  if  we  were 
to  say  that  the  doing  an  act  of  this  kind  was  procuring;  i^ 
can  be  nothing  more  than  suffering.    It  seems  to  me  tktt 
the  matter  is  really  too  clear  for  argument. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  dischaiged. 


^01 


\ 
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D0WNE8  and  Another  v.  William  Gbebn.  ^^,  24. 

BT  on  a  joint  and  several  bond  given  by  the  de-  Debt  on  a  bond 
nt  and  Mary  Green,  as  sureties  for  one  Frederick  defendant  to 
1,  to  the  plaintiffs  and  two  other  persons  since  de-  {^*^^""nai' 
3,  of  the  names  of  Shaw  and  Balmanno,  in  the  penal  sum  of  £700, 
)f  £700,  conditioned  for  the  payment  by  the  defend-  payment  of 
•f  £350,  with  interest  thereon  at  £5  per  cent,  per  f^^^^^'^^%^' 
m,  by  certain  instalments,  and  also  for  the  payment,  p*'  <^*°*-  P*' 

*    "^  annum,  by 

g  such  time  as  the  said  sum  of  £350  and  interest,  or  certain  instai- 

»art  thereof,  should  remain  unpaid,  of  the  annual  pre-  for  payment, 

I  of  26/.  2s.  8rf.,  payable  on  a  policy  of  assurance  for  ^^^^  ^^^ 

,  deposited  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  repayment  jf  860  and  in- 
terest, or  any 
e  £350  and  interest,  and  of  all  costs  and  expenses  part  thereof, 

I  should  be  incurred  in  enforcing  performance  of  the  plid"of  thc'an- 
:  with  a  proviso,  that  the  monies  intended  to  be  °"!lP""*S? 

^  '  of  26/.  2«.  Sd., 

ately  recoverable  thereon  should  not  exceed  £500.  payable  on  a 
h,  nonpayment  of  the  principal  sum  of  £350.  ance  on  life 

B  plea  set  out  the  condition  of  the  bond  on  oyer  as  ^^QsUtdu  a*" 
's: — ''Whereas  the  said  Frederick  Green,  having  oc-  collateral secu- 

rity  for  the  re- 

i  for  the  sum  of  £350,  hath  applied  to  the  said  John  payment  of  the 
f  Charles  Downes,  Alexander  Balmanno,  and  Edward  terest,  andTu 
,  to  lend  him  the  same,  which  they  have  agreed  to  ^^^^  ^  ***  '**" 
3on  the  said  Frederick  Green,  together  with  the  said  ingperformance 

of  the  bond ; 

with  a  proviso 
)  monies  to  be  ultimately  recoTerable  on  the  bond  should  not  exceed  £500.  Breach,  non- 
it  of  the  £350.  Plea,  setting  out  the  condition  of  the  bond  on  oyer,  and  alleging  that, 
ime  of  making  it,  it  was  corruptly  agreed  between  the  plaintiff^  and  the  defendant,  that 
Dtiffs  should  lend  the  defendant  ;^350,  to  be  repaid  by  instalments,  with  £5  per  cent. 
,  being  the  monies  of  a  life  insurance  company,  of  which  the  plaintiffs  were  members, 
t  the  defendant  should  insure  bis  life  with  that  company  for  jfifSOO,  at  an  annual  premium 
2«.  Sd.,  (the  same  being  a  larger  sum  than  was  necessary  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the 
and  should  deposit  the  policy  with  the  plaintiflRi  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  repay- 
the  £350  and  interest.  The  plea  then  averred,  that,  in  pursuance  and  part  performance 
corrupt  contract,  the  defendant  effected  the  policy  of  insurance  for  ;f  800,  for  the  benefit 
isurance  company,  executed  the  bond  in  question,  and  deposited  the  policy  with  the  plain- 
a  collateral  security ;  and  that  the  interest  on  the  £350,  together  with  the  premium 
on  the  policy,  exceeded  the  rate  of  £5  for  the  forbearing  of  ;^100  for  a  year,  against 
1  of  the  statute,  whereby  the  bond  was  void : — Held,  that  the  contract  stated  in  the  plea 
utiirious,  and  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  substance. 

:..  XII.  R  K  M.  W. 
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Bsek.o/PU&i,  of  lending  and  advancing  the  same^  in  manner  and  nti 

1R44 

and  upon  certain  other  times  following,  to  wit,  the  nii 
sum  of  j£350  to  be  paid  by  inatalmenta  of  j£50  yeariyiOi 
the  10th  day  of  July  in  erery  year,  until  the  whole  shod 
be  fully  paid ;  the  first  payment  thereof  to  be  made  on  fl 
10th  day  of  July  in  the  year  1836  aforesaid,  and  the  ii 
terest  on  the  said  sum  of  £350,  or  such  part  thereof  i 
should,  at  the  respective  times  of  payment  of  the  said  a 
terest,  remain  unpaid,  at  the  rate  of  £5  for  j£100  by  ti 
year,  to  be  paid  half-yearly,  by  instalments,  on  the  10th  di 
of  July  and  on  the  10th  day  of  January  in  eveiy  year,  vaA 
the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £350  and  interest  should  1 
fully  paid;  the  first  payment  thereof  to  be  made  on  fl 
said  10th  day  of  July  in  the  year  1836  aforesaid;  and  Al 
the  said  Frederick  Green  should  effect  a  policy  of  warn 
ance  on  the  life  of  him  the  said  Frederick  Green  in  ik 
United  Kingdom  Life  Assurance  Company,  whereof  eal 
and  every  of  them  the  said  Shaw  and  Balmanno  and  til 
plaintiffs  then  was  a  member  as  aforesaid,  in  a  caA 
other  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  £800,  at  a  oertii 
annual  premium  of  26/.  2#.  Sd.  to  be  payable  thereon,  to 
the  benefit  of  the  said  United  Kingdom  Life  AssunsBl 
Company,  whereof  each  and  every  of  them  the  said  StoV 
and  Balmanno  and  the  plaintiffs  then  was  a  member  9 
aforesaid,  for  keeping  the  same  on  foot,  the  said  sumrf 
£800  then  being  a  much  greater  sum,  to  wit,  a  sum  gnii 
by  and  in  the  amount  of  £200,  than  was  necessaiy  k 
securing  to  the  said  Shaw  and  Balmanno  and  the  pUfr 
tiffs,  to  wit,  as  trustees  for  themselves  and  the  other  nM 
bers  of  the  said  United  Kingdom  Life  Assurance  Compo] 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  sum  of  £350  and  intflRi 
thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  all  costs,  charges,  and  exfetm 
to  be  by  them  reasonably  incurred  or  expended  in  eiifiK 
ing  the  performance  of  the  bond  or  obligation  by  the  oi 
agreement  stipulated  for  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  nci 
policy  to  be  under  the  hands  of  three  of  the  diieeittK 
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tfi9  said  United  Kingdom  Life  Assurance  Company ;  and  Exck.  rfPUat^ 
ihonld  deposit  the  said  policy  of  assurance  so  to  be  e£Pected 
m  aforesaid  with  the  said  Shaw  and  Balmanno  and  the 
fUntiffsy  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  repayment  of  the 
and  ram  of  d£850  and  interest,  and  all  costs,  charges,  and 
aipenses  which  the  said  Shaw  and  Balmanno  and  the  plain- 
ttb,  or  any  of  them,  their  or  any  of  their  executors,  ad- 
WiBiitrators,  or  assigns,  might  from  time  to  time  incur  or 
^lend  in  enforcing  the  performance  of  the  said  bond  or 
ihligation  by  the  said  agreement  stipulated  for  as  herein- 
ifter  mentioned;  and  that  the  said  F.  Green,  together 
Vitt  the  defendant  and  one  Mary  Green,  as  his  sureties^ 
ikmld  enter  into  a  certain  bond  or  obligation,  under  their 
nab,  to  the  said  Shaw  and  Balmanno  and  the  plaintiffs, 
la  wit,  as  trustees  for  themselves  and  the  other  members  of 
Ik  said  United  Kingdom  Life  Assurance  Company,  in  a 
•  «Btain  penalty,  to  wit,  of  £700,  (the  said  bond  or  obliga- 
tion being  subject  to  a  proviso  limiting  the  money  to  be 
"vkiBiately  recoverable  thereupon  not  to  exceed  £500),  for 
iMring  the  due  payment  by  the  said  F.  Green  of  the 
^  principal  sum  of  £350  and  interest  thereon  as  afore- 
^,and  also  the  payment  by  the  said  F.  Green,  yearly  and 
^ffxy  year,  of  the  annual  premium  and  premiums  of  26/. 
^.M.,  payable  and  which  should,  during  such  time  as  the 
^  principal  sum  of  £850,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  iu- 
llMst  of  the  said  principal  sum  or  any  part  thereof,  should 
tanain  unpaid,  become  due  on  the  said  policy  of  assurance 
la  to  be  effected  on  the  life  of  him  the  said  F.  Green  in  the 
irid  sum  of  £800,  (the  same  then  being  so  greater  as  afore- 
■id),  for  keeping  the  same  on  foot,  as  and  when  the  same 
iKnild  become  due  and  payable.     [The  plea  then  averred 
he  effecting  by  F.  Green  of  the  policy  of  assurance  for 
E800,  dated  the  8rd  of  July,  1884,  the  payment  by  him  of 
he  first  annual  premium  of  26/.  2«.  8c/.  thereon,  the  execu- 
too  of  the  bond  by  him  as  principal,  and  by  the  defendant 
jid  Mary  Grreen  as  his  sureties,  and  the  depositing  of  the 
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Eieh.  rf  PUoMt  ''for  the  benefit  of  the  assurance  company"  9^j  to  titf 

premium ;  and  whatever  the  amount  of  the  policj  muj  be 
makes  no  difference  in  the  case,  for  there  is  a  oonespoait 
ing  risk  or  obligation.]  The  plea  alleges  the  coiitnctta 
have  been  corrupt  and  contrary  to  the  statute.  [Pmh 
B. — Then  your  ai^ument  comes  to  this^  that  the  allegstigi 
that  the  contract  was  corrupt  necessarily  implies  that  tib 
company  were  to  have  a  benefit  beyond  what  the  law  d 
lows.  Lord  Ahmger,  C.  B. — ^The  plea  sets  forth  the  m 
contract^  and  that  is  perfectly  legale  and  untainted  wit 
usury.  The  plea  calls  it  a  corrupt  agreement,  but  thi 
does  not  make  it  so.]  In  Bac.  Abr.,  Usury,  (C),  it  is  sai 
''  It  hath  been  resolved,  that  an  agreement  to  pay  doidil 
the  sum  borrowed,  or  other  penalty,  on  the  non-paymfli 
of  the  principal  debt  at  a  certain  day,  is  not  usurious^  bi 
cause  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  borrower  wholly  to  <li»AM| 
himself  by  repaying  the  principal  according  to  the  baigvi 
But  if  it  were  originally  agreed  that  the  principal  moM 
should  not  be  paid  at  the  time  appointed,  and  that  sue 
clause  was  inserted  only  with  an  intent  to  evade  the  statiti 
the  whole  contract  is  void ;  for  the  construction  of  cases  d 
this  nature  must  be  governed  by  the  circumstances  of  tk 
whole  matter,  from  which  the  intention  of  the  parties  v3 
appear  in  the  making  of  the  bargain,  which,  if  it  was  in  tntk 
usurious,  is  void,  however  it  may  be  disguised  by  a  speoM 
assurance/'  So,  in  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  by  PrestoSi 
62 : — ''  If  a  man  desire  to  borrow  of  me  j£IOO  £ar  a  ya^ 
and  I  am  content  to  let  him  have  it  for  the  use  of  £8,  [Ai 
rate  of  interest  being  then  £8],  but  withal  I  compel  himti 
take  a  lease  of  me  of  a  house  at  j£60  rent,  which  in  tnd 
is  worth  but  £30,  this  contract  is  usurious,  and  thereibn 
the  assurances  thereupon  are  made  void.''  Wherever  mofi 
than  £5  per  cent,  is  taken,  if  the  substance  of  the  omtiad 
be  a  borrowing  and  lending,  a  slight  colourable  contingeM] 
will  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statuteo 
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wmrji  Bi^ard8Y.Brown{a).    la  Le  Blanc  y.  Harrison  {b),  Bxek.  rf  PUiu^ 


Ae  action  was  in  troyer  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for 

iilk.    It  appeared  that  the  bankrupt^  having  borrowed 

ieom  the  defendant  a  large  sum  of  money  for  a  quarter  of  a 

jear,  was  to  give  him  £6  for  every  £100  for  that  quarter^  for 

the  use  of  a  warehouse.    The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whe- 

Aer  this  contract  was  usurious,  and  the  jury  having  found 

t  verdict  for  the  defendant,  a  new  trial  was  moved  for,  on 

fte  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  law.    Holty  C.  J., 

mU,  that,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  he  would  not 

ffttt  it  in  a  case  where  the  verdict  was  against  evidence ; 

\nt  that  he  thought  it  was  a  wrong  verdict.    Bedo  v.  Sanr 

^'Briofi(c)  was  an  information  for  usury  in  this  Court,  al- 

'Vng  a  corrupt  bargain  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a 

«o^^^  from  Midsummer  to  Michaelmas,  14  Jac.,  £15, ''  et 

W^  absentione  et  detentione  solutionis  £1000  *'  from  the 

'Wl  of  April  1614  for  six  months  next  following,  £50, ''  ubi 

'^'^^va  prttdict.   messuagium  adtunc  valebat  dimittendo 

V^  annum  £20  et  non  ultra.''    It  was  objected  for  the 

""fendant,  first,  that  the  bargain  was  not  shewn  with  cer- 

•^^t^^,  but  generally  "per  viam  corrupts^  bargan.,"  &c.; 

"^  secondly,  that  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  house  was  not 

'^^^th  above  £20  at  the  time  of  the  bargain.    The  Court, 

l^^^ever,  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.     [Parke,  B. — 

^^^^  was  the  case  of  an  information  under  a  statute,  in 

^lidi  the  same  particularity  is  not  required  as  in  a  plea.] 

la  Wright  v.  Wheeler  (d),  where  a  sum  of  £1000  was  lent 

ia  bond,  conditioned  for  repayment  of  it  with  lawful  in* 

terest,  and  the  defendant  also  agreed  to  give  the  plaintiff  a 

Mlary  of  £50  a  year,  it  not  being  intended  that  he  should 

perform  any  service  for  it,  and  the  agreement  being  a  mere 

ihiffc  to  give  £10  per  cent,  interest  on  the  money  lent,  the 

Cknirt  held  the  contract  to  be  usurious,  and  that  no  action 

x>Qld  be  maintained  upon  the  bond.     [He  referred  also  to 

(a)  Cowp.  770.  (c)  Cro.  Jac.  440. 

(6)  Hdt,  706.  \d)  1  Campb.  166,  n. 


1844. 


Steeh.  rf  P<M«,  Smedley  v.  Roberts  (a),  Doe  d.  Tltford  y.  C/tamben  {b] 
1844.        ^  ffr^^ii^  (^)^   3^^^  ^  ^^g,^  (rf),  and  Doe  i  GW 

Gooch  (e),  as  authorities  to  the  same  effect.] 

Bat,  secondly,  this  is  a  wagering  policy  on  the 
Frederick  Green,  and  as  such  is  void  under  the  i 
G^.  3,  c.  48 ;  and  the  effect  of  it  is  to  taint  the  whc 
tract  with  illegality.  The  authorities  on  this  subr 
collected  in  Park  on  Insurance,  8th  edit.,  p.  917- 
and  Marshall  on  Insurance,  3rd  edit.,  p.  777. 


'  I' 


Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  nd 
the  objections  taken  to  the  validity  of  this  contrac 
to  prevail.  With  respect  to  the  first,  I  believe  thei 
case  in  which  any  thing  new  is  to  be  found  on  this 
since  the  case  of  The  Earl  of  Chesterfield  v.  Jansem 
which  the  whole  law  of  usury  was  fully  discussed  m 
sidered.  In  that  case  it  was  well  said  by  Lord  Mi 
then  Solicitor-General,  in  argument,  that  a  bargain 
hazard  is  not  within  the  Statute  of  Usury;  and  sc 
held  by  all  the  learned  judges  who  determined  thi 
We  cannot  presume  that  this  agreement  was  com 
unlawfully  made,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  plea  \ 
that  the  intention  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  requiring  the 
tion  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  was  to  get  more  than 
rate  of  interest  for  their  money.  It  appears  to  me  tl 
not  usurious  for  an  insurance  company  to  take,  by 
collateral  security  for  a  loan  made  by  them  upon  a  I 
life  policy  effected  in  their  own  office,  to  a  greater  a 
than  is  necessary  to  secure  the  repayment  of  the  loi 
the  plea  had  alleged  that  the  amount  of  the  premina 
allowing  for  the  risk,  had,  together  with  the  intere 
able  on  the  money  borrowed,  exceeded  d£5  per  ceni 
would  have  raised  a  question  fit  to  be  left  to  a  juiy 


(a)  2  Compb.  607. 
(6)  4Cainpb.  1. 
(c)  2  Dougl.  736. 


(rf)  2  T.  R.  238. 
(e)  3B.&A]d. 
(/)  1  WiU.  286. 


•^^■^ERSON,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Where  an 

^^Xaent  for  the  loan  of  money  is  subject  to  a  risk,  so 

^lie  lender  may  make  more  or  less  than  £5  per  cent., 

it  is  not  usurious.     Here  the  contract  is  in  effect 

^he  company  agree  to  lend  £350  on  a  personal  bond, 

^"^ipulate  that  the  borrower  shall  insure  his  life  in  their 

^^  and  deposit  the  policy  with  them  as  a  collateral 

ity.    That  is  a  contract  which  may  be  prejudicial  or 

\e  beneficial  to  the  office,  and  which  does  not  neces- 

^^  add  to  the  £5  per  cent,  reserved  upon  the  loan.     If 

^agreement  had  been  for  an  excessive  amount  of  pre- 

^'•*,  that  would  have  been  colourable,  and  would  have 

^^^  the  question  whether  it  was  corruptly  made,  in  order 

^Vade  the  statute. 

^TTRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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termine:  but  the  contract  stated  in  the  plea  is  quite  other-  E*eh,  of  PUat, 
TOe ;  the  insurance  effected  on  the  life  of  Frederick  Green  ^?^ll 
IS  for  his  own  benefit,  rather  than  that  of  the  insurance 
company,  who  have  a  risk  in  proportion  to  its  amount, 
•ad  must  pay  the  £800  on  his  death,  however  soon  it  may 
»ppen.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  transaction  clearly 
^  not  usurious,  and  that  the  plea  is  bad. 

^A  iLKE,  B. — I  agree  with  my  Lord  in  thinking  that  this 
^  i^  bad  in  substance.  There  is  no  statement  in  it 
*^^^Jent  to  an  allegation  that  more  than  £5  per  cent, 
be  reserved  on  the  loan  of  money. 
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Kxek.qf  PUat^ 
1844. 

j^^^  22.  HuTT  and  Others  v.  Giles. 

By  the  deed  of  i^OVENANT.  The  declaration  stated^  that  herel 
jSm^^"k  ""^  '  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  March,  1841,  by  an  indenture  then 
company,  made  i)etween  the  several  persons  whose  names  were  or  i 

between  the  ^  ^  * 

tererai  parties  be  inserted  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  said  indentur 
were  or  should  who  had  sealed  and  delivered,  or  should  from  time  t< 
•dieduie^Uiere-  *®*^  ^^^  deliver  the  same,  except  the  plaintiffs,  (tl 
to,  and  who       fendaut  being  one  of  the  said  persons,  and  his  name 

had  executed  ®  r  j 

or  should  from  inserted  in  the  said  first  schedule,  and  he  having 

execute  the  ^^^  delivered  the  said  indenture),  of  the  first  par 

Srl»L?naffO  t^®  plaintiffs  of  the  second  part,  [profert] ;  after  r© 

ofthe  one  part,  amongst  Other  things,  that  the  several  persons  ] 

and  the  plain* 

Uffs  ofthe  thereto  had  agreed  to  raise  a  capital  of  £50,000  by 

^artheMverai  tribution  in  sharcs  of  dE500  each,  and  to  form  a  joint 

persons  parties  company  for  the  purchase  and  resale  and  general  im 

agreed  to  raise  ment  of  lands  in  the  colony  of  Western  Australia,  a 

j?50,ooobya  aiding  emigration  thereto,  and  for  other  the  pu 

shares^of^soo  thereinafter  expressed,  under  and  subject  to  the  r 

each,  for  the 

purposes  therein  mentioned,  subject  to  the  covenants  thereinafter  contained,  and  that 
the  persons  parties  thereto  had  contributed  towards  the  said  capital  of  j^50,000  tbi 
£\2S  in  respect  of  every  share  subscribed  for  or  allotted  to  him:  the  parties  mutual 
nanted  with  each  other  that  the  several  persons  parties  thereto,  and  the  several  other 
who  should  become  shareholders  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  should,  while  holding  shan 
capital  of  the  company,  be  and  continue,  until  dissolved  under  the  provision  thereinal 
tained,  a  partnership  or  company,  by  the  name  of  &c«,  for  the  purposes  and  upon  the  tc 
conditions  thereinafier  expressed.  Among  these  were  the  following: — That  the  capiti 
company  should  consist  ofthe  aforesaid  sum  of  j^50,000,  agreed  to  be  raised  in  shares 
each,  with  power  to  the  directors,  with  the  concurrence  of  a  general  meeting,  to  augmei 
minish  the  capital  by  the  means  therein  mentioned :  that  the  directors  should  at  a  dm 
their  board,  called  at  a  certain  time  before  the  next  and  every  subsequent  general  i 
declare  what,  if  any,  dividend  should  be  made  among  the  shareholders  at  such  general 
next  following:  that  notwithstanding  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said  capital  of  i 
of  £\25  per  share,  should  have  been  paid  or  provided  for,  the  remaining  £ZTi  p 
should  be  payable  by  the  holder  to  the  directors,  in  such  sums,  not  exceeding  jf  125  p 
at  one  payment,  at  such  times,  &c.,  as  the  directors  at  an  extraordinary  board  &c.,  sb* 
point :  and,  that  notwithstanding  any  person  who  had  theretofore  applied  for  any  shai 
capital  of  the  company,  or  had  or  might  become  a  subscriber  thereto,  had  refused  or  nc 
or  should  refuse  or  neglect,  to  pay  his  subscription  or  any  part  thereof,  or  should  refuse 
lect  to  execute  the  deed,  and  notwithstanding  the  entire  number  of  shares  should  not 
scribed  for  on  or  before  the  execution  thereof,  yet  the  deed,  and  the  provisions  therein  coi 
should  be  ralid  and  effectual : — HM^  that,  although  the  entire  capital  of  jf  50,000  bad  i 
labscribed  for,  the  parties  who  had  executed  the  deed  were  liable  to  the  payment  of  i 
made  by  the  directors  on  the  £Z7S  per  share  remaining  unpaid. 
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ieclaratioii8|  agreements^  and  covenants  thereinafter  Exch.  of  PUat, 

led,  under  the  style  of  "  The  Western  Australian        *^'** 

nj"  and  that  every  of  the  persons  parties  thereto 

itributed  towards  the  said  capital  of  £50,000  the  sum 

5  in  respect  of  every  share  subscribed  for  or  allotted 

i;  the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors, 

ministrators,  did,  so  far  as  related  to  the  acts  and 

if  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  but  not 

'  or  otherwise,  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs,  their 

irs  and]  administrators,  amongst  other  things,  in 

r  following]  that  is  to  say,  that,  notwithstanding 

lents  on  the  shares  of  the  said  capital  of  £50,000  of 

[>er  share  had  been  paid  or  otherwise  satisfied  or 

id  for  as  aforesaid,  the  remaining  £375  per  share 

be  payable  by  the  owner  or  holder  thereof,  his  or 
Khutors  or  administrators,  to  the  Board  of  Directors, 
their  credit  at  any  banking-house  for  the  time 
>f  the  company,  in  such  sums,  not  exceeding  £125 
are  at  one  time,  and  at  such  time  or  times,  fixed 

due  regard  to  the  notice  to  be  given  thereof  as 
lafter  mentioned,  as  an  extraordinary  board  of  di- 
.  specially  called  for  the  purpose  should  appoint,  and 
ich  the  receipt  of  any  of  the  directors  should  be  an 
al  discharge,  and  which  calls  every  shareholder,  his 
'  executors  or  administrators,  should  duly  pay  ac- 
gly;  and  in  default  of  payment  thereof,  such  calls 
dvely,  with  interest  thereon  after  the  rate  of  £5  per 
per  annum,  from  the  time  fixed  for  the  payment 
f,  should  be  recoverable  at  law  in  like  manner  as  was 
lafter  provided  in  case  of  any  debts  being  owing  by 
eholder  to  the  company ;  but  no  such  call,  subse- 
y  to  the  first,  should  be  made  until  after  the  expira- 
:  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  imme- 
'  preceding  call :  and  it  was  by  the  said  indenture 
sd  and  provided,  that  any  shareholder  who  should  be 
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j^„^  22.  HuTT  and  Others  v.  Giles. 

By  the  deed  of  i^OVENANT.  The  declaration  stated^  that  herd 
j"lnt!"ock  **'  '  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  March,  1841,  by  an  indenture  then 
rompany,  made  between  the  several  persons  whose  names  were  or  i 

between  the  ^  ^ 

seYerai  parties  be  inserted  in  the  first  schedule  to  the  said  indentur 
were  or  should  who  had  sealed  and  delivered,  or  should  from  time  t 
•dicduie^fhere-  ^^^  ^^^  deliver  the  same,  except  the  plaintiffs,  {H 
to,  and  who       fendaut  being  one  of  the  said  persons,  and  his  name 

had  executed  ^       ^  r  * 

or  should  from  inserted  in  the  said  first  schedule,  and  he  having 

execute  the  And  delivered  the  said  indenture),  of  the  first  pai 

Ae^  fcndffs)  ^he  plaintiffs  of  the  second  part,  [profert] ;  after  re 

ofthe  one  part,  amougst  Other  things,  that  the  several  persons 

and  the  plain-       ,         ^,,  ,.  ..n^j; 

Ufls  ofthe  thereto  had  agreed  to  raise  a  capital  of  £50,000  by 

Aarthe 'several  tribution  in  sharcs  of  dE500  each,  and  to  form  a  joini 

iMrMns  parties  company  for  the  purchase  and  resale  and  general  im 

agreed  to  raise  ment  of  lands  in  the  colony  of  Western  Australia,  a 

£50,000  by  a  aiding  emigration  thereto,  and  for  other  the  pv 

■hares*of£500  thereinafter  expressed,  under  and  subject  to  the  i 

each,  for  the 

purposes  therein  mentioned,  subject  to  the  covenants  thereinafter  contained,  and  that 
the  persons  parties  thereto  had  contributed  towards  the  said  capital  of  jf  50,000  thi 
£\25  in  respect  of  every  share  subscribed  for  or  allotted  to  him:  the  parties  mutua 
nanted  with  each  other  that  the  several  persons  parties  thereto,  and  the  several  otbei 
who  should  become  shareholders  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  should,  while  holding  shar 
capital  of  the  company,  be  and  continue,  until  dissolved  under  the  provision  thereina 
tidned,  a  partnership  or  company,  by  the  name  of  &c.,  for  the  purposes  and  upon  the  U 
conditions  thereinafter  expressed.  Among  these  were  the  following: — That  the  capit 
company  should  consist  ofthe  aforesaid  sum  of  j^50,000,  agreed  to  be  raised  in  sharea 
each,  with  power  to  the  directors,  with  the  concurrence  of  a  general  meeting,  to  augme 
minish  the  capital  by  the  means  therein  mentioned  :  that  the  directors  should  at  a  m 
their  board,  called  at  a  certain  time  before  the  next  and  every  subsequent  general 
declare  what,  if  any,  dividend  should  be  made  among  the  shareholders  at  such  general 
next  following:  that  notwithstanding  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said  capital  of  j 
of  J^125  per  share,  should  have  been  paid  or  provided  for,  the  remaining  j^S75  p 
should  be  payable  by  the  holder  to  the  directors,  in  such  sums,  not  exceeding  jf  125  | 
at  one  payment,  at  such  times,  &c.,  as  the  directors  at  an  extraordinary  board  &c.,  ah 
point:  and,  that  notwithstanding  any  person  who  had  theretofore  applied  for  any  sha 
capital  of  the  company,  or  had  or  might  become  a  subscriber  thereto,  had  refused  or  im 
or  should  refuse  or  neglect,  to  pay  his  subscription  or  any  part  thereof,  or  should  refuse 
lect  to  execute  the  deed,  and  notwithstanding  the  entire  number  of  shares  should  not 
scribed  for  on  or  before  the  execution  thereof,  yet  the  deed,  and  the  provisions  therein  co 
ihould  be  yalid  and  effectual: — Heidi  that,  although  the  entire  capital  of  £50,000  bad  i 
subscribed  for,  the  parties  who  had  executed  the  deed  were  liable  to  the  payment  of  I 
made  by  the  directors  on  the  j^d75  per  share  remaining  unpaid. 
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ions^  declaratioiiSj  agreements^  and  covenants  thereinafter  E*ch.  of  PUat, 

ontained,  under  the  style  of  "  The  Western  Australian     .   ^^^'  . 

lompany/^  and  that  every  of  the  persons  parties  thereto        Hutt 

id  contributed  towards  the  said  capital  of  £50^000  the  sum        Giles. 

f  i£125  in  respect  of  every  share  subscribed  for  or  allotted 

I  him;  the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors, 

nd  administrators,  did,  so  far  as  related  to  the  acts  and 

eeds  of  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  but  not 

irther  or  otherwise,  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs,  their 

Kecutors  and]  administrators,  amongst  other  things,  in 

uuiner  following;  that  is  to  say,  that,  notwithstanding 

latalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said  capital  of  £50,000  of 

125  per  share  had  been  paid  or  otherwise  satisfied  or 

i^ovided  for  as  aforesaid,  the  remaining  £375  per  share 

w>uld  be  payable  by  the  owner  or  holder  thereof,  his  or 

^  executors  or  administrators,  to  the  Board  of  Directors, 

'  to  their  credit   at  any  banking-house  for  the  time 

^g  of  the  company,  in  such  sums,  not  exceeding  dE125 

^  share  at  one  time,  and  at  such  time  or  times,  fixed 

th  a  due  regard  to  the  notice  to  be  given  thereof  as 

^i^nafter  mentioned,  as  an  extraordinary  board  of  di- 

^^rs  specially  called  for  the  purpose  should  appoint,  and 

^  which  the  receipt  of  any  of  the  directors  should  be  an 

'^^ectual  discharge,  and  which  calls  every  shareholder,  his 

^  her  executors  or  administrators,  should  duly  pay  ac- 

^^Ydingly;  and  in  default  of  payment  thereof,  such  calls 

^•pectively,  with  interest  thereon  after  the  rate  of  £5  per 

^t.  per  annum,  from  the  time  fixed  for  the  payment 

bereof,  should  be  recoverable  at  law  in  like  manner  as  was 

hereinafter  provided  in  case  of  any  debts  being  owing  by 

L  shareholder  to  the  company ;  but  no  such  call,  subse- 

[oently  to  the  first,  should  be  made  until  after  the  expira- 

km  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  imme- 

liately  preceding  call :  and  it  was  by  the  said  indenture 

ledared  and  provided,  that  any  shareholder  who  should  be 
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Egch.qfPUai,  renders  the  deed  valid,  notwitlistanding  the  whole 
1844.        ^£.  shares  have  not  been  subscribed  for  (a). 


Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  qm 
whether  it  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liabili 


(a)  The  deed,  which  was  made, 
as  stated  in  the  declaration,  "  be- 
tween the  several  persons  whose 
names  were  or  should  be  inserted 
in  the  first  schedule  thereto,  and 
who  had  sealed  and  delivered  or 
should  fVom  time  to  time  seal  and 
deliver  those  presents,"  except  the 
plaintiffs,  of  the  first  part,  and  the 
plaintiffs  of  the  second  part,  recited 
(inter  alia),  that  the  several  persons 
parties  thereto  had  lately  agreed  to 
raise  a  capital  of  £50,000,  by  a  con- 
tribution in  shares  of  £500  each, 
and  to  form  a  joint-stock  company 
for  the  purchase  and  resale,  and 
general  improvement,  of  lands  in 
the  colony  of  Western  Australia,  and 
for  aiding  emigration  thereto,  and 
for  other  the  purposes  thereinafter 
expressed,  under  and  subject  to 
the  regulations,  declarations,  agree- 
ments, and  covenants  thereinafter 
contained,  with  liberty  to  increase 
or  diminish  the  capital  for  the  time 
being  in  the  manner  thereinafter 
also  expressed,  under  the  style  of 
**  The  Western  Australian  Com- 
pany ;**  and  that,  in  part  perform- 
ance of  such  agreement,  every  of 
the  persons  parties  thereto  had  con- 
tributed towards  the  said  capital  of 
£50,000  the  sum  of  £125,  in  re- 
spect of  every  share  subscribed  for 
or  allotted  to  him  or  her,  and  which 
had  been  actually  paid  to  bankers 
appointed  for  that  purpose,  or  other- 
wise satisfied  or  provided  for;  and 


that  the  business  of  the 
pany  was  commenced 
day  of  February,  1840.- 
ties  then  mutually  coven 
each  other  (inter  alia)  as 

1.  **  That  the  sevei 
parties  to  these  preeei 
whom  are  hereinafter  d 
shareholders),  and  the  m 
persons  who  shall  beo 
holders  as  hereinafter 
shall,  while  holding  thi 
capital  of  the  company,  1 
tinue,  until  dissolved  un< 
vision  hereinafter  for  tl 
contained,  a  partnenhi 
pany  by  and  under  th 
<  The  Western  Austra 
pany,'  for  the  purposei 
the  terms  and  conditic 
after  expressed ;  (that 
&c. 

4.  **  That  the  capital  < 
pany  shall  consist  of  th 
sum  of  £50,000,  agreed 
ed  in  shares  of  £500 
vided  nevertheless,  that 
lawful  for  the  Board  o 
hereinafter  constituted, 
are  hereby  required,  wi 
vious  concurrence  of  tl 
of  the  shareholders  entii 
who  shall  have  been  pre 
son  or  by  proxy  and  ha 
the  general  meeting  in 
or  at  any  annual  genen 
or  at  any  extraordina] 
meeting   specially  caDi 
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idant  on  this  covenant^  that  the  whole  capital  of  Exck.  ofPUas, 


300  should  have  been  subscribed.    The  covenant  itself 


1844. 


le  as  hereinafter  mentioned, 
time  or  from  time  to  time 
uee  the  amount  of  the  re- 
'•  shares,  so  that  hy  means  of 
«h  redaction  the  same  shall 
i  reduced  helow  the  sum  of 
ich,"  &c. 

id  6  empower  the  directors, 
such  concurrence  of  three- 
B  of  the  shareholders  as  above 
ined,  from  time  to  time  to 
le  the  said  capital  above  the 
noont  of  £50,000,  either  by 
adcUtional  shares  or  aug- 
^  the  amount  of  the  existing 
Ac;  and  also  to  diminish 
ntal  to  such  extent  as  shall 
fted  upon  at  a  general  meet- 

*  buying  up  shares,  or  mak- 
«xnu  of  capital  to  the  share- 

KQthorizes  the  directors,  at 
vaordinary  meeting  of  their 

ealled  within  one  fortnight 
cfbre  the  general  meeting  in 
L841,  and  every  subsequent 

general  meeting,  to  declare 
(if  any)  dividend  shall  be 
«unong  the  shareholders  at 
cneral  meeting  next  foUow- 
e. 

^  That,  notwithstanding  the 
sents  on  the  shares  of  the  said 

o£C50,000,o££l  25  per  share, 
ceo  paid  or  otherwise  satis- 

*  provided  for  as  aforesaid, 
naining  £375  per  share  shall 
able  by  the  owner  or  holder 
a  his  or  her  executors  or  ad- 
mtors,  to  the  board  of  di- 
,  or  to  their  credit  at  any 
g-house  for  the  time  being 
company,  in  such  sums  not 

j.  XII.  L 


exceeding  £125  per  share  at  one 
payment,  and  at  such  time  or 
times,  fixed  with  a  due  regard  to 
the  notice  to  be  given  thereof  as 
hereinafter  mentioned,  as  an  extra- 
ordinary board  of  directors  speci- 
ally called  for  the  purpose  shall  ap- 
point, and  for  which  the  receipt  of 
any  three  directors  shall  be  an 
effectual  discharge,  and  which  calls 
every  shareholder,  his  or  her  exe- 
cutors or  administrators,  shall  duly 
pay  accordingly ;  and  in  de&ult  of 
payment  thereof,  such  calls  respect- 
tively,  with  interest  thereon  after 
the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  an- 
num, from  the  time  fixed  for  pay- 
ment thereof,  shall  be  recoverable 
at  law  in  like  manner  as  is  herein- 
after provided  in  case  of  any  debts 
being  owing  by  a  shareholder  to 
the  company;  but  no  such  call  sub- 
sequently to  the  first  shall  be  made 
untfl  after  the  expiration  of  six  ca- 
lendar months  fVom  the  date  of  the 
immediately  preceding  call." 

69  and  70  provide  for  the  mode 
of  making  the  calls,  and  the  means 
of  enforcing  the  payment  thereof, 
describing  them  as  "  instalments 
or  calls  of  or  on  the  shares  of  the 
said  capital  of  £50,000,"  &c. 

116.  "  That,  notwithstanding  any 
person  who  has  heretofore  applied 
for  any  share  in  the  capital  of  the 
company,  or  has  or  may  become 
a  subscriber  thereto,  has  refused  or 
neglected  or  shall  refuse  or  neglect 
to  pay  his  subscription  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  shall  refuse  or  neglect 
to  execute  these  presents,  and  not- 
withstanding the  entire  number  of 
shares  shall  not  be  subscribed  for 

L  M.  W. 
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Mtch.  of  Pteat,^  is  absolute  in  its  terms^  and  contains  no  reference  to  any 

condition  precedent.  And  the  116th  danse  of  the  deed  ex-* 
pressly  provides,  that,  notwithstanding  the  entire  number 
ol  shares  shall  not  be  subscribed  for  before  the  execution 
of  those  presents,  yet  the  deed  and  the  provisions  therein 
contained  shall  be  valid  and  effectuaL  [Aldersom,  B.— It 
is  part  of  the  engagement  that  the  company  shall  cany  on 
business  before  the  whole  sum  is  subscribed.  Then,  on 
what  capital  are  they  to  carry  it  on?  and  how  is  it  to 
be  paid  but  by  enforcing  the  calls?] — The  Court  tkn 
called  on 

KfwwleSf  contra. — IVom  the  whole  of  the  deed  taken 
together,  it  appears  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  it  that  no  further  call  should  be  made  until  tk 
whole  capital  of  iS50,000  had  been  subscribed.  It  is  not 
probable,  that,  where  the  liability  is  unlimited,  an  individnil 
would  enter  the  company  except  on  the  understanding  Hd 
all  the  said  parties  contemplated  by  the  deed  of  settiement 
should  join  it,  and  share  that  liability.  It  is  submitted 
that  the  defendant  has  subscribed  the  deed  on  these  tenv 
only,  and  that  he  has  not  engaged  to  pay  this  call  of  £125 
until  the  whole  jE50,000  has  been  subscribed.  According 
to  the  plaintiffs'  view,  there  will  be  no  shares  of  £500  at 
all.  The  recital  of  the  deed  shews  that  the  pertnerthip  ii 
to  include  others  besides  the  actual  parties  thereto,  who  an 
afterwards  to  execute  it.  It  then  recites,  that  the  partiei 
thereto  have  agreed  to  raise  a  capital  of  £50,000,  tija 
contribution  in  shares  of  £500  each,  for  the  purposes  then-  ' 
in  mentioned ;  that,  in  part  performance  of  9ueh  agreement « 
every  of  the  persons  parties  thereto  has  contributed 
wards  the  said  capital  o/ £60,000  the  sum  of  £126 
share ;  and  that  the  business  of  the  company  commenee^ 

on  or  before  the  execution  of  theae      provisions  herein  contaiiicd^  ^ 
presents,  yet  this  deed,  and  the      be  valid  and  effectual." 
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on  the  1st  February,  1840.  Then  the  first  of  the  mutual  E^ch.  qf  Pka$, 
covenants  is,  that  the  several  persons  parties  to  those  pre* 
*^ts,  and  the  several  other  persons  who  shall  become 
thareholders  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  shall  constitute 
^6  partnership  or  company.  The  intention,  therefore, 
Spears  to  be,  that  the  capital  should  be  made  up  by  one 
inndred  shares  of  £500,  and  that  the  partnership  should 
liot  be  deemed  complete  till  all  these  shares  were  subscribed* 
if^^cdn,  by  the  third  clause,  whereby  the  previous  proceed- 
of  the  directors  and  trustees  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
ly  are  adopted  and  confirmed,  it  is  stated  that  they  shall 
^  ^reimbursed,  out  of  the  capital  and  other  assets  of  the 
>xxipany,  all  money  expended  by  them  on  account  of  the 
>sxipany.  Then  the  fourth  clause  expressly  declares,  that 
tR^  capital  of  the  company  shall  consist  of  the  aforesaid 
DLXKi  of  £60,000,  agreed  to  be  raised  in  shares  of  £500; 
rmftli  power  to  the  board  of  directors  afterwards  constituted^ 
u^der  certain  drcumstances,  and  with  the  concurrence  of 
ilurce-fourths  of  the  shareholders  present  at  a  general 
A^cting,  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  respective  shares  by 
%  «iim  not  exceeding  £20.  And  the  fifth  clause  empowers 
bbe  directors,  with  the  like  authority,  to  increase  the  capital 
K>o?e  the  £50,000,  either  by  issuing  additional  shares,  or 
^^^C^enting  the  amount  of  the  existing  shares.  There  is, 
tA^refore,  no  ci^pital  of  the  company,  and  no  partnership 
^'^^finitively  formed,  until  the  £50,000  has  been  subscribed 
^'^^  in  one  hundred  shares.  If  the  contrary  construction 
^^^  admitted,  and  it  be  said  that  a  capital  is  raised  by  the 
P^^ent  of  the  first  instalment  by  the  then  actual  sub- 
'^^bers,  it  follows  that  there  is  a  company  formed  as 
""^Hm  as  enough  has  been  subscribed  to  form  a  board  of 
'^Miectors;  so  that  they  might  increase  the  capital  to  any 
^'^tent  of  their  own  mere  authority.  The  68th  clause,  on 
^liich  this  declaration  is  framed,  undoubtedly  provides, 
^liat,  notwithstanding  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said 

L  l2 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  capital  of  £50,000,  of  £125  per  share,  have  been  paid  or 

provided  for,  the  remaining  £375  per  share  shall  be  pqr- 

able  by  the  shareholders,  in  sums  not  exceeding  £125  per 

share  at  one  payment,  as  they  shall  be  called  for  by  the  & 

rectors.  But  no  instalment  has  yet  been  paid  on  a  cofHtiff 

£50,000,  nor  can  be  until  that  capital  is  subscribed  for.  Hi 

'^remaining  £376  per  share ^'  is  payable  after  what?  ate 

the  payment  of  the  £125  per  share  of  the  said  capUoH 

£60,000.   It  is  contemplated,  therefore,  that  the  whole  dul 

have  been  subscribed  before  the  remainder  shall  be  calledfor. 

[Aldersony'R, — You  must  say  that  the  parties  cannot  be  callad 

shareholders  until  the  whole  capital  has  been  subscriM 

for.    Then  look  at  the  40th  clause,  which  empowers  ttl 

directors  to  declare  a  dividend  amongst  the  shareholdni 

If  you  are  right,  no  shareholder  can  receive  a  divide^iil 

a  single  share  has  been  left  unsubscribed  for.     Owmgjk 

— ^The  68th  clause  calls  all  shareholders,  who  have  paidtti 

first  call  of  £125.]     The  defendant  enters  into  this  pa|j 

nership  with  the  parties  who  have  already  subscribed  wk 

with  the  persons  who  shall  hereafter  subscribe,  who  togs^ 

ther  will  represent  a  capital  of  £50,000;  and  till  ^ 

have  all  subscribed,  it  is  submitted  that  there  is  no  ptfi' 

nership  according  to  the  deed,  and  no  liability  to  pay  til 

residue  of  the  subscriptions.     With  respect  to  the  116A 

clause,  it  only  means,  that  although,  when  any  of  Ai 

parties  executes,  the  subscription  be  not  fuU,  yet  the  dtti 

shall  be  vaUd.    It  is  admitted  that  the  deed  is  valid,  fll 

that  the  defendant  is  bound  to  pay  under  it;  the  oillfi 

question  is,  when  ?    There  is  no  provision  for  making  illi 

deed  binding,  provided  the  full  amount  be  not  aftawt^'^ 

subscribed;  it  only  says  that  the  party  shall  not  takei^f 

objection,  that,  when  he  executes^  the  subscription  ii  i' 

full.    The  69th  and  70th  sections,  which  provide  ftrAi 

mode  of  making  and  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  eA 

support  the  same  view ;  they  speak  of  them  as  calb  "^ 

the  shares  in  the  said  capital  of  £60,000. 
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Xjord  Abingbr^  C.  B. — I  think  this  demurrer  must  be  £«^a-  rf  Pleat, 

1844 
allowed :  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  a  very  clear  case.    It 

mi^lit  have  been  well  for  the  defendant  if  he  had  intro- 

daoed  into  the  deed  a  stipulation  that  no  calls  should  be 

made  until  the  subscription  was  full ;  but  such  is  not  the 

case  ;  he  has  entered  into  an  unqualified  contract  to  pay 

the  aliares  in  fuU^  as  the  directors  call  for  them. .  That  may 

have  been  a  very  improvident  contract^  but  he  must  stand 

or  Cedl  by  it. 

^A&KE^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  think^  accord* 

u^  to  the  true  construction  of  this  deed^  it  was  not  a 

condition  precedent  to  the  payment  of  the  calls,  that  the 

entire  ciqpital  should  be  first  subscribed;  and  therefore 

™^  the  pka  is  bad  in  substance.    The  covenant  to  pay  is 

to  be  found  in  the  68th  clause,  and  the  question  depends 

on  the  construction  of  that  clause,  being  read,  of  course, 

^^  ooxijunction  with  the  other  provisions  of  the  deed.    [His 

'^'^dahip  read  it.]     Of  course  it  is  a  condition  precedent 

^  ^ih.^  payment  of  the  call,  that  an  extraordinary  board  of 

^^^'^^^^4x)rs  shall  be  convened,  and  that  an  order  shall  be  made 

^  ^l=^em  as  therein  mentioned.    Then  this  clause  must  be 

*^***'     3n  conjunction  with  the  116th,  the  effect  of  which  is, 

^*^.^    although  the  £50,000  have  not  been  subscribed  for, 

^'^^         shall  not  be,  the  deed,  and  all  its  provisions,  and 

\g  them  those  of  the  68th  clause,  shall  be  valid  and 

;aal,  and  therefore  that  the  parties  shall  notwith* 

ting  be  bound  to  pay  the  calls.    The  "  said  capital  of 

kOOO/'  mentioned  in  that  clause,  means  the  intended 

and  the  parties  are  to  contribute  towards  that  in- 

*®*^^^ed  capital,  although  it  have  not  been  all  subscribed 

^^       The  deed  itself  recites,  that  the  business  of  the  com- 

1B**^^  has  already  commenced,  and  therefore  that  the  share* 

^^*^iers  have  become  entitled  to  a  dividend,  if  any  profits  have 

^*^^ti  realised.    With  respect  to  the  power  of  the  directors 

^  increase  the  capital,  there  is  great  weight  in  the  argn- 
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ment  that  thai  power  is  not  to  take  effect  until  the  whole 
£50^000  has  been  subscribed  for. 

Alderson^  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion^  that  it  is  no 
condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  oi  the  power  given  hj 
the  68th  clause,  that  the  whole  capital  should  have  beoi 
subscribed.  The  116th  clause  appears  to  me  to  be  de- 
cisive of  the  case.  Putting  the  two  together,  I  hare  no 
doubt  that  the  directors  have  power  to  levy  the  iB876  on 
all  shares  which  have  been  actually  subscribed  for.  AH  the 
provisions  of  the  deed  are  more  consistent  with  this  con- 
struction than  the  contrary.  The  directors  are  to  canyon 
the  business,  and  make  dividends  among  the  ahareholda^ 
before  the  full  amount  of  capital  has  been  subscribed  lor* 
According  to  Mr.  Knowle^%  ai^ument,  they  are  to  retsm 
all  the  profits  themselves.  As  to  the  power  of  increauig 
the  capital  of  £bOfiOO,  the  words  themselves  shew  thattke 
capital  must  first  exist;  they  cannot  increase  that  whidi  does 
not  exist.  Those  clauses,  therefore,  stand  upon  their 
footing,  because  they  refer  to  a  state  ol  things  which 
only  exist  when  the  whole  amount  has  been  sui 
for« 


OuRNBT,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiflk^ 


i 
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Bsck,  ofPleoi, 
1844. 

GooGs  and  Another  v.  Lord  Huntinotower.  jan.  20. 


W.  SAUNDERS  moved  for  leave  to  enter  an  appear-  Tiie  courts 

ance  for  the  defendant.     The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  future,  allow  an 

application  stated,  that  the  deponent  went  three  times  to  the  Je  emcred*fo?  a 

defendant's  residence  for  the  purpose  of  serving  him  with  defendant,  un- 

a  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons,  and,  on  inquiring  for  him,  been  actual  per- 

was  informed  by  a  female  servant,  who  answered  the  de-  the  writ ;  it  wiu 

ponent  over  the  garden-wall  of  the  defendant's  house,  "^.heVJhat^** 

that  the  defendant  was  not  at  home;  that  on  the  last  the  writ  has 

come  to  the 

occasion  he  stated  to  her  that  he  would  leave  a  copy  of  hands  of  the 
the  writ  with  her  for  her  master,  upon  which  she  put  a      *"   ° 
^Musket  over  the  garden-wall  with  a  string  attached  to  it, 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  copy,  and  he  put  a  true 
^py  of  the  writ  into  the  basket,  and  desired  the  servant 
^  give  it  to  the  defendant,  which  she  promised  to  do,* 
^t  he  immediately  afterwards  heard  the  defendant  say  to 
^  aervant,  ''  Take  it  back,  I  won't  have  it.**   The  affidavit 
^*rtlier  stated,  that  on  a  subsequent  day  the  deponent  saw 
^'^^   female  servant,  who  said  she  had  given  the  copy  of 
^^  Writ  to  her  master^ 

^^nmders  contended  that  personal  service  was  not  ne* 
^B^airy,  where  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  process  had 
^^^e  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant ;  and  that  there  were 
•®^^J^  authorities  to  that  e£fect  {a). 

^A.RKE,B. — In  consequence  of  those  decisions,  the  Judges 
^^  come  to  a  determination,  that,  in  future,  there  shall 
^  ^o  equivalent  for  personal  service. 

-^Xderson,  B. — Service  means  serving  the  defendant 

^   Cct)  Rhodei  V.  Innes,  7  Bing.      ErueU,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  684;   Wil- 
^^  >   5  M.  &  P.  153  :  PldlUps  v.      liamM  v.  PiffgoU,  1  M.  &  W.  574L 
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Exeh.  rf  Pieatt  with  a  copy  of  the  process^  and  shewing  him  the  ongaal 
1844.        |£  ^^  desires  it ;  and  can  it  be  said  that  that  has  been  done 
in  this  case? 


Lord  Abingeb^  C.  B. — ^I  think  you  may  take  a  role  fiv 
a  distringas  on  such  an  affidavit^  but  not  to  enter  an  ap- 
pearance. 

Bule  refused. 


/<m.23. 

Where  an  at- 
toraey't  bill  is 
referred  to 
taxation  after 
action  brought 
upon  it,  the 
attorney  is 
liable,  under  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  78, 
t.  37,  to  pay 
the  costs  of 
taxation,  if 
more  than  one- 
sixth  is  struck 
off. 


Ex  parte  Woollett,  Gent.^  one  &c. 

\j01iE  moved  for  a  rule  to  set  aside  part  of  an  order  made 
by  Parke,  B.,  dated  5th  December,  1848.  The  order  di- 
rected a  taxation  of  Mr.  Woollett's  bill  of  costs,  for  tke 

• 

recovery  whereof  he  had  then  commenced  two  action^ 
*'  without  prejudice  to  any  defence  in  the  said  actions,  tke 
costs  of  taxation  to  abide  the  event,  according  to  the  ita- 
tute.''    He  urged  that  it  was  clearly  settled  before  tiie 
recent  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  that,  where  a  Judge's  order  fir 
taxing  an  attorney's  bill  is  not  obtained  until  after  he  bai 
commenced  an  action  for  the  amount,  the  defendant  ii 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  taxation,  though  more  tha 
one-sixth  is  taken  off  by  the  Master;  Harbin  v.  Mile${dj; 
and  that  an  order  for  taxation  might  be  made  after  l^ 
tion  brought,  without  prejudice  to  any  defence  in  sodi 
action,  and  without  any  undertaking  to  pay  what  shooU 
be  allowed  on  taxation:   Williams  v.  Griffith  (6).    Head- 
mitted  that  the  order  being  made  without  prejudice  to 
any  defence  in  the  actions  was  no  objection,  but  (xm- 
tended  that  the  costs  of  taxation  should  not  abide  tke 
event  according  to  the  statute.  The  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73, 1.87, 
certainly  enables  a  taxation  to  be  directed  after  action 
brought,  but  it  does  not  imperatively  require  that  in  sock 


(a)  9  B.  &  C.  765. 


(6)  6  M.  &  W.  32;  8  DowL  P.  C. 41i 
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cases  the  attorney  shall  always  pay  the  costs  of  taxation  Bxeh,  of  PUas, 
where  more  than  one-sixth  is  deducted.  [Lord  Jbinffer,  C.  B.  '  ^ 

— The  Judge  has^  perhaps^  a  discretionary  power  of  direct-  ^^  ^ 
ing  otherwise.  Parke,  B. — ^I  considered  the  language  of 
the  statute  imperative  when  I  made  the  order^  othenrise  I 
should  have  directed  the  defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  tax- 
ation.] A  defendant  ought  not  to  be  in  a  better  position 
by  not  obtaining  an  order  to  tax  until  after  action  brought^ 
than  he  would  have  been  if  he  had  applied  within  one 
calendar  month  after  delivery  of  the  bill.  He  would  then 
have  been  obliged  to  give  an  undertaking  to  pay  what 
should  be  found  due  on  taxation^  and  the  Master's  certifi- 
cate would  have  been  final  and  conclusive  against  him : 
(sect.  43) :  whereas^  by  omitting  to  apply  until  after  action 
brought^  he  escapes  giving  any  such  undertaking.  ^Parke, 
S. — ^The  Judge  must  be  satisfied  by  affidavit  or  othennse^ 
that  the  retainer  is  bonft  fide  disputed.]  The  taxation  in  an 
early  stage  of  the  cause  is  a  mere  substitute  for  a  taxation  at 
I^'isiPrius^  which couldnotconveniently  take  place  there;  and 
the  defendant  would  have  to  pay  the  expenses  of  witnesses 
examined  at  the  trials  although  they  should  prove  deduc- 
tions exceeding  one-sixth^  unless  he  should  obtain  the  ver- 
dict. Therefore  the  costs  of  taxation  should  abide  the  restUi 
of  the  action,  and  not  the  result  of  the  taxation;  unless^  in- 
deed^ the  language  of  sect.  37  is  imperative  in  such  a  case 
as  the  present. 

The  CouRT^  after  some  hesitation^  said^  '^  You  may  take 
a  rule  to  shew  cause.'' 

Cole  asked  for  the  deliberate  opinion  of  the  Ck>urt  on 
the  construction  of  the  statute^  saying  he  was  unwilling 
to  take  a  rule^  unless  the  Court  thought  it  probable  they 
would  make  it  absolute. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  you  ask  my  deliberate  opinion^ 
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Etek.  rf  Pleat,  I  think  that  the  language  of  sect.  87  of  the  statute  applies 

-    to  this  case^  and  that  the  order  is  correct.    The  former 

In  re        p^^  Qf  the  clause  appears  to  give  some  discrefioUf  hot 

the  latter  part  seems  to  apply  to  a  case  where  a  taxptum 

is  ordered  after  action  brought. 

Pabke^  B. — If  this  were  a  matter  of  discretion  with  me,  I 
certainly  think  the  defendant  ought  to  pay  the  costs;  bat  I 
considered  myself  bound  by  the  words  of  the  statute;  and 
I  am  confirmed  in  that  view  by  the  subsequent  part  of  thk 
section^  which  provides  "  that  the  officer  shall  in  all  cases  be 
at  liberty  to  certify  specially  any  circumstances  relating  to 
such  bill  or  taxation^  and  the  Court  or  a  Judge  shall  be  st 
liberty  to  make  thereon  any  such  order  as  such  Court  or 
Judge  may  think  right  respecting  the  payment  of  tlie 
costs  of  such  taxation.''  That  is^  the  officer  may  oertii^ 
anything  which  appears  to  him^  in  the  course  of  the  pn^ 
ceedings,  fit  ground  for  departing  from  the  general  nik^ 
that  the  costs  are  to  be  paid  by  the  unsuccessiiil  party^  sad 
the  Judges  are  empowered  to  order  accordingly.  Besidei^ 
by  another  part  of  this  section,  where  the  party  does  not 
attend  the  taxation,  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  those  costs. 

OuRNET,  B,,  concurred. 

Cole,  therefore,  declined  to  take  any  rule. 
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Exeh.  <ifPlea$, 
1844. 


X  BESPASS  for  false  imprisonment^  in  causing  the  plain-  To  an  action 
tiflF  to  be  taken  into  custody,  and  conveyed  to  a  police-office  Skil^^mpriMn- 
on  a  charge  of  felony.  ^*"^»  ^^e  de- 
Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that,  before  the  time  ed,  by  way  of 
when  ftc.,  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  certain  buildings  that  the  plain- 
and  premises,  and  of  certain  goods  and  chattels  therein  mTttedVfeSny. 
being,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  together  with  one  James  ^^  ^^^  ^"*i'  ^^ 

•w.  in,     •        ,      ,  ,  7  counsel  aban- 

Thomas  Croke,  broke  and  entered  the  said  buildings  &o.  doned  the  plea, 
and  then  feloniously  stole  and  seized  and  took  the  said  the  plaimtff  ^^ 
goods  and  chattels  from  out  of  the  said  buildings,  without  J]^**"  ^^^_ 
the  knowledge  and  against  the  will  of  the  defendant,  and  ^^^^f  ^iiat  it 
carried  away  and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use,  direction  in  the 
whereupon  the  defendant,  having  cause  to  suspect  and  then  th*cju%* that^ 
mspecting  and  believing  that  the  said  goods  and  chattels  ^^e  putting  of 

,  "uch  a  plea  on 

of  him  the  defendant  had  been  so  feloniously  stolen  &c.  the  record  was 

inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff,  together  with  the  said  James  Tho-  the^^a^"^  " 

mas  Croke,  had  been  seen  just  before  lurking  about  the  said  iT^^a  *wai"  o 

buildings,  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  taken  into  custody  ^«  ^^^°  >°to 

account  by 

by  the  said  police  constable,  and  in  so  doing  the  said  police  them  in  esU- 
oonstable  did  then  gently  lay  his  hand  upon  the  plaintiff,  damai^L  ^ 
under  colour  of  the  said  charge  of  felony,  as  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  in  order  that  he  might  be  conveyed, 
as  soon  as  convetiiently  could  be,  before  some  or  one  of 
her  Majesty^s  justices  of  the  peace  &c.,  to  be  dealt  with 
according  to  law,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  afore- 
said, ftc. 

Beplication,  de  injuria. 

At  the  trial,  before  Ro^e,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit« 
tings  in  this  term,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  his  being 
taken  into  custody  by  the  defendant's  orders,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  stated,  that  he  should  offer  no  evidence  in 
support  of  the  plea  of  justification,  as  the  plaintiff  had  taken 
the  defendant's  goods  under  a  boni  fide  but  mistaken 
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Bzeh,  of  Pleas,  claim  of  right^  and  that  the  putting  of  the  plea  upon  the 

'  -     record  was  to  be  considered  the  act  of  the  pleader  rather 

Warwick     than  of  the  defendant.    Rolfe,  B.,  in  summing  up  the  case, 

FouLMs.      told  the  jury^  that^  the  plaintiff's  case  having  been  pnrred, 

it  was  a  question  of  damages  merely,  and  that,  althou^ 

the  plea  had  been  explained  and  apologized  for,  still  the 

putting  of  such  a  plea  upon  the  record  was  a  matter  to  be 

taken  into  account  by  the  jury  in  estimating  the  amoimt 

of  damages;  that  such  conduct  was  a  persisting  in  the 

charge  of  felony ;  that,  although  the  defendant's  ooonsd 

had  said  it  was  the  act  of  the  pleader,  still,  if  the  plea  had 

been  found  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  might  have 

been  indicted  upon  it  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court.  The 

juiy  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  phdntiff,  damages  JETS, 

Jervis  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction.— ^The  plea  having  been  abandoned  at  the  trial,  the 
learned  Judge  ought  to  have  told  the  jury  to  pay  no  regard 
to  it,  which  is  the  usual  practice  in  such  cases.     If  the  pies 
were  placed  upon  the  record  maliciously,  it  migjit  han 
formed  the  ground  of  a  distinct  action,  and  therefore  ought 
not,  under  the  general  issue,  to  have  been  made  a  ground 
of  increasing  the  damages  in  this.    [Parke,  B. — ^No  one  ever 
heard  of  an  action  being  brought  on  such  a  ground.]   It  is 
submitted  that  an  action  on  the  case  could  be  maintained,  i£ 
such  a  plea  were  proved  to  have  been  put  upon  the  record 
maliciously.     Suppose  the  defendant  had  justified  the  arm- 
rest on  the  ground  of  a  suspicion  of  felony,  founded 
reasonable  and  probable  cause,  could  it  be  said  that 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  on  that  account  to  addition^a 
damages,  upon  his  negativing  the  felony,  and  shewing 
malice  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  ? 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — I  think  the  learned  Judge  wr^^ 
right,  and  that  no  rule  ought  to  be  granted  in  this  cai9CL 
The    putting  this  plea  on  the  record  is,  under  the  ciicum^ 


k 
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J8,  evidence  of  malice^  and  a  great  aggravation  of  the  Erch.  of  Pieas, 


1844. 


iant's  conduct^  s^a  shewing  an  animus  of  persevering 
charge  to  the  very  last.  A  justification  of  a  false  im-  Warwick 
iment^  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  reason-  Foulkbs. 
ind  probable  cause  to  suspect  that  the  plaintiff  had 
guilty  of  felony^  is  very  different ;  such  a  justifica- 
is  in  the  nature  of  an  apology  for  the  defendant's 
ict    And  although  it  was  very  proper  in  the  present 

0  tell  the  jury  that  the  defendant's  counsel  apologized 
.e  conduct  of  his  client^  still  that  apology  came  too 
It  was  one  which  seemed  to  be  made  for  the  purpose 
eening  the  defendant  from  having  to  pay  damages. 

BKB^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  putting 
e  charge  on  the  record  by  way  of  plea  is  to  be  con- 
id  in  the  same  light  as  indicting  the  plaintiff  without 
nable  or  probable  cause^  the  direction  of  the  learned 
e  at  Nisi  Prius  would  be  wrong.  But^  looking  at  the 
action  as  it  stands,  I  think  he  was  right.    A  man  is 

1  up  on  a  false  charge  of  felony;  surely  he  has  a  right 
re  evidence  to  shew  that  it  was  not  one  lightly  made 
lOon  abandoned,  but  that  it  was  seriously  made,  and 
vered  in  to  the  last  moment.  As  to  the  damages 
;  excessive,  these  are  cases  in  which  large  damages 
n  general  given,  and  properly  so ;  if  people  choose 
ttle  private  disputes  by  giving  others  into  custody, 
must  take  the  consequences. 

TRNBY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1844. 

ScHOLEY  V.  Walton  and  Chambe&s^  surviying  Execaton 
Jan,  23.  of  WiLLiAM  PuRSLOvB^  deceased. 

To  an  action  iVSSUMPSIT  against  the  defendants^  as  sairiving  exe- 

a  promiMory  ^  cutors  of  William  Purslove,  on  a  promissory  note^  made  on 

^ntuhfde.'  *^®  ^^^  ^^  January,  1885,  by  William  Purslove,  whereby 

fendanu,assur-  he   promised   to   pay  the  plaintiff  on  demand  the  sum 

viving  execu-  ^«^#v        •  i    i       /•  i     •  ±_        rm 

tors  of  William  01  £800,  With  lawful  mtcrcst.  There  was  a  count  on 
the  piainUff*to  P^mises  by  Joseph  Purslove,  the  deceased  executor,  and 
uke  the  case     ^hg  defendants  as  surviring  executors.    The  defendants 

out  of  the  Sta-  ^ 

tute  of  limita-  pleaded  to  that  count  non  assumpserunt,  and  to  the  whole 
that  he  had        declaration  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

b^/M^pK  ^*  ^'^^  *"^^  ^^^^^^  Wightman,  J.,  at  theYork  Summer  As- 
the  deceased      gizes,  1848,  the  following  fiicts  appeared : — ^William  Purs- 

executor^  with 

malt  and  other  lovc,  the  tcstator,  in  January,  1885,  borrowed  of  the  plaintiff 

put  in^'vfdence  ^^^  Biims  of  £200  and  jClOO,  and  gave  the  note  in  ques* 

?we«*^them''*"  ^^^  ^  ^  security  for  the  same.    In  August,  1886,  an  ac- 

signed  as  foi-  couut  was  settled  bctweeu  them,  in  which  the  plaintiff  wu 

lows :— "  Set-  ,  . 

tied,  Joseph  debited  with  the  price  of  several  quantities  of  malt,  and 
^de  of  wh?ch  S*^^  Credit  to  William  Purslove  for  the  payment  of  snndiy 
the  plaintiff  was  sums,  and  amongst  others  the  sum  of  i615,  *' interest  up 

charged  with  ^  '^ 

various  quan-  to  oue  year.''    William  Purslove  died  in  February,  1887, 

and  on  the  '  leaving  Joscph  Purslovc  and  the  two  defendants  his  exe- 

ciedit'for*  "IT^.  cutors.     Joscph  Purslove  died  in  1842.    The  phdntiff  wis 

menu ;  there  an  innkeeper,  and  had  been  supplied  by  Joseph  Pnrsbv^ 

being,  amongst  i  -i      •  ^     ^ 

others,  the  foi-  who  WAS  a  maltster,  durmg  1887  and  1888,  with  malt  and 
"°To"one*yea?s  ^thcr  articles ;  and,  in  (M*der  to  take  the  ease  out  of  the 
^"*«*?j    u  ^'"   Statute  of  Limitations,  he  put  in  evidence  a  settled  aocoont 

— Heldt  that  '        ^ 

this  settlement  between  himself  and  the  deceased  executor  Joseph  Pan- 
evidence  of  love,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  debited  to  Joseph  Purslofe, 
5?iTby*Jo8eph  ^^  rcspcct  of  suudry  parcels  of  malt  and  other  articles,  to 
P.,  but  not  in  the  amouut  of  49/.  1*.,  and  gave  him  credit  on  the  other 

his  representa-       ^  .  . 

tive  character,    side  of  the  accouut  in  the  following  manner : — 

Sembh,  per 
Parke,  B,,  that  payment  by  one  executor  will  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of 
as  against  a  co-executor. 


t€ 
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April  20tl] 

i^  By  cash 

•        • 

June    8, 

To  one  flitch  of  bacon 

Nov.  22, 

By  caah 

•        • 

1888 

Jan.    1^ 

7b  one  yearns 

interest 

By  sundries 

•        • 

1  10    8 

lO^I. 

20    0    0 

SCHOLBT 
V. 

Walton. 

15    0    0 

8  19  11 

£50  10    7 


"  Jan.  10.  Settled,  Joseph  Purslove/' 


action  was  brought  in  June,  1848. 
Under  these  cirmimBtances,  it  was  contended  for  the  de- 
fiendaats,  that  the  plaintiff's  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations :  first,  be- 
caose  it  was  not  shewn  in  respect  of  what  debt  the  pay- 
ment of  £15,  as  interest,  had  been  made  by  Joseph  Purs- 
love;  secondly,  that  the  item  in  the  account  was  an  ac- 
knowledgment by  Joseph  Purslove  personally,  and  not  in 
his  character  of  executor;  and,  thirdly,  that  it  was  an 
acknowledgment  merely,  and  not  a  payment.  The  learned 
Judge  inclined  to  this  view  of  the  case,  and  under  his 
direction  the  defendants  had  a  verdict  on  the  plea  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  for  the  amount  of 
the  note  and  interest.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained 
accordingly, 

Barnes  and  Hall  now  shewed  cause. — In  order  to  take  a 
ease  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  plaintiff  is  bound 
to  shew  a  payment  or  acknowledgment,  not  merely  of  a 
debt,  but  of  the  debt  declared  on,  and  for  which  the  action 
is  brought:  1  Chitty  on  Ck)ntr.,  835,  4th  ed.  It  was  there- 
fore the  plaintiff's  duty  to  shew  that  the  payment  in  the 
account  of  1838  was  a  payment  on  account  of  the  pro- 
missory note  given  by  the  testator,  and  the  plaintiff 
fidled  in  establishing  that  &ct.    Prim&  fade  it  was  a  pay- 
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Exch,  qf  Pleat,  ment  of  a  priyate  debt  due  to  the  plaintiff  firom  the  penon 
^  ^^  .  who  paid  it.  If,  therefore,  it  was  a  payment  at  all,  it  wis 
ScHOLKT  a  payment  alieno  jure :  Holme  v.  Green  (a).  Green  ▼•  As- 
Walton.  ^  (^)-  But,  secondly,  the  account  is  not  evidence  of  part 
payment  within  Lord  Tenterden's  Act,  9  Cteo.  4,  c  14^  finr 
it  is  in  effect  only  a  signature  of  Joseph  Purslove  to  a 
balance, — a  mere  admission  that  so  much  is  due,  and  not  a 
settlement  of  account:  Eastwood  y.  SaviUe{c)jWilBsY.NeW' 
ham  {d),  [Parke,  B. — Surely  this  is  a  settlement  of  ac- 
count, which  is  evidence  of  payment;  only  it  must  be  shewn 
to  be  in  his  representative  character.]  Thirdly,  taking 
the  act  of  Joseph  Purslove  to  be  evidence  of  payment  it 
has  never  been  decided  that  payment  by  one  executor  will 
take  a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  to  the 
others.  [Parke,  B. — Certainly,  before  Lord  Tenterden'i 
Act,  a  promise  by  a  co-executor  could  not  have  that  effect] 
This  is  nothing  more  than  an  admission,  by  conduct,  ci  one 
executor.  It  was  ruled  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  TuOodir^ 
Dunn  {e),  that  an  express  promise  by  one  executor  would, 
not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  as  against  the  others. 

Hoggins,  contra. — ^The  payment  of  the  £15  was  not  & 
mere  promise,  but  an  act  done  by  one  executor,  whici 
bound  the  other  executors.    The  two  accounts  of  1836  and 
1838  threw  light  upon  each  other.    The  question  as  to  tk 
payment  ought  at  all  events  to  have  been  left  to  the  jiuj. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  my  opinion  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  the  characiff 
in  which  Joseph  Purslove  made  this  promise.  There  ns 
some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  it  might  be  tbe 
same  sum,  as  £15  is  the  interest  upon  £300.  There 
proof  that  £300  was  advanced,  but  whether  it  was 

(a)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  488.  (c)  9  M.  &  W.  615. 

(6)  4  B.  &  C.  235 ;  6  D.  &  R.  [d)  3  T.  &  J.  518. 

806.  (e)  1  Ry.  &  M.  410. 
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▼anced  upon  the  sole  credit  of  the  father^  William  Purslove,  ^cA.  of  piea*, 
Qt  whether  it  was  advanced  to  the  concern — all  that  re-  ^ 

mains  doubtful.    But  it  seems  plain  that  Joseph  Purslove      SceoLsr 
did  not  sign  that  account  as  executor :  in  nroof  of  that^  the      Walton. 
account  in  every  other  particular  relates  to  his  own  affairs^ 
and  not  to  his  father's.   Probably  one  executor  may  by  his 
acta  bind  another ;  but  in  order  to  shew  that  liability^  you 
must  establish  that  he  does  the  act  as  an  executor.    Now 
here,  prim&  facie,  he  does  not  do  the  act  as  executor,  be- 
cause  he   does   not    add   the  word  '' executor/'  or  ''as 
executor/'  to  his  signature,  nor  was  he  dealing  with  his 
&ther's  goods  at  the  time ;  and  therefore,  in  order  to  shew 
that  he  was  acting  in  an  executive  character,  the  plaintiff 
,       should  have  given  some  evidence  to  shew  that  this  was  a 
^      settlement  of  account   by  him  with  the  consent  of  the 
1^      other  executors,  or  with  a  view  to  reduce  the  amount  of  a 
|r      claim  upon  the  estate.     That  would  be  evidence  to  go 
r      to  the  jury  of  the  payment  being  made  by  him  in  that 
^^'i^uracter ;   but,  as  it  stands^   the  document  itself  says 
Nothing  of  the  kind,  and  the  evidence  does  not  supply  the 
•'"^biguity. 

I^AEKE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the 
CTxdeoce  of  the  settlement  of  account  between  the  plaintiff 
•*^^  the  defendant  in  the  year  1838,  (supposing  the  ac- 
tual settlement  of  account  to  be  proved),  in  which  one 
itexxx  ijfas  set  off  against  another,  would  be  good  evi- 
aenee  to  shew  a  payment  by  the  defendant:   no  doubt 

^*   equivalent  to  a  payment,  if  the  party  to  whom  the 

"^^    is  owing  agree  that  it  shall  be  paid  by  the  setting 

^f  the  same  amount;  so  that  the  sum  set  off  is  evi- 

~^Ce  of  the  payment  of  £\  5,  if  the  party  against  whom 

^^  set  off  did  not  object  to  it  when  his  account  was  set- 

^  ^^      I  think  also,  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 

f^^  that  this  sum  of  JE300  was  advanced  to  the  testator 

"^he  year  1835.     But  there  the  plaintiff's  case  stops, 

^Ol,,  XII.  MM  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  Picas,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any  evidence  to  shew  that  this 

1844 

^    payment  of  £15   was  made  by  Joseph  Purslove  in  Us 

ScHOLEY  character  of  executor,  and  with  the  intention  of  binding  tbe 
Walton.  assets  of  the  testator.  It  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether 
such  a  promise  would  bind  the  co-executors.  I  own  that 
decision  of  Lord  Tenierckn^s,  which  has  been  cited,  appean 
to  me  to  be  a  correct  decision,  that  one  executor  cannot 
be  bound  by  the  express  promise  of  another,  even  if  he 
binds  himself  in  his  character  of  an  executor.  It  Beems  to 
have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  AUam 
y.  Tredgold  (a),  that,  if  an  express  promise  is  made  by  one 
executor  in  his  representative  character,  it  binds  the  re- 
maining executors  in  their  representative  character.  So 
also  in  M'Culloch  v.  Dawes  (6),  the  Court  appear  to  have 
thought  that,  if  one  promised  in  his  co-executive  character, 
it  would  bind  the  others.  The  point,  however,  is  not 
decided  in  those  cases,  but  it  has  been  decided  in  the 
case  cited  by  Mr.  Baines,  of  TuUock  v.  Dunn,  and  it  appean 
to  mc  that  that  case  is  founded  injustice  and  good  w&md, 
and  ought  to  be  followed. 

It  is  unnecessary,  however,  to  determine  that  point,  he- 
cause  I  think  this  case  is  imperfect,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no 
evidence  to  shew  that  the  set-off  of  £16  (which  I  consider 
to  be  equivalent  to  a  payment  of  £15)  was  intended  to 
be  made  in  a  representative  character;  I  think  the  in- 
ference to  be  drawn  from  what  appeared  in  evidence  ib, 
that  the  payment  was  made  by  Joseph  Purslove  in  his  own 
right,  and  therefore  it  could  not  bind  his  co-executor.   I 
therefore  think  the  learned  Judge  was  quite  right  in  re- 
fusing to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury,  and  in  directing  tbe 
plaintiff  to  be  nonsuited. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged- 

(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  23;  3  D.  &  R.  200.  (6)  9  D.  &  R.  4a 


I 
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Bxch,  of  Pleas, 
1844. 

Cheetham  v.  Stuetevant.  ^      V      ^ 

AT/tn.    91 
SSUMPSn  by  the  payee  against  the  defendant,  as  the  in  an  action  by 

maker  of  a  promissory  note  dated  the  28th  of  June,  1837,  Igainsnhe  de- 


w 


the 


hereby  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  ^^n^*"'" 

*'  *  r  J  r  maker  of  a  pro- 

or  her  order,  on  demand,  3244/.  15*.,  together  with  lawful  missory  note, 

.    ^         ^    .  °  dated  the  28lh 

interest  thereon.  of  June,  1837, 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  hUpirtkuu™ 

other  pleas,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state.  »*^«  credit  for 

payment  of 

The  particulars  of  demand  stated,  that  the  action  was  three  years'  in- 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  count.    It*^ap- 
due  on  the  promissory  note  mentioned  in  the  first  count  So^^was'a'.***'' 
of  the  declaration,  after  giving  credit  for  payment  of  three  t"a"y  n»«de  in 
yeaiV  interest  on  account.  that  the  interest 

At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings,  was^givcn^was* 
on  Monday  the  22nd  of  January,  the  plaintiff,  in  answer  le^^f^om^mr 
to   the  plea  of  the   Statute  of  Limitations,   proved  that  and  not  from 
the  note  was  in  fact  made  in  December,  1839,  whereupon     The  second 
the  defendant's  counsel  contended,  that  the  declaration  Jiry^rerm  com- 
ought  to  be  amended  accordingly,  and  that  the  defend-  ?*q^?*^*? j "  ^^^ 
ant  was  entitled  to  credit  for  the  payment  of  three  years'  uary ;  the  dis- 
interest from  that  date.     The  learned  Judge  thought  that,  turMwronUie 
although  the  note  was  actually  made  in  1839,  yet  the  ^^^J;  *°^  Jj»^^^ 
defendant  was  bound  by  the  terms  of  it  to  pay  interest  ^y  adjourn. 
from  the  year  1837,   and  accordingly  directed  the  jury  sittings  on  the 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  credit  for  the  payment  xha^  ti,e  cause 
of  three  years'  interest  from  1837,  and  the  jury,  in  con-  ^f»  P^'operiy 

mcQ,  as  causes 

formity  with  this  direction,  returned  a  verdict  for  the  tried  at  the  ad- 

•    MJ.JS    J  Antinn.  joummentofa 

plaintin,  damages  xloow,  sittings  are  to 

The  second  sittings  in  this  term  were  held  on  Friday  the  ^  tried  on'*he 

19th  of  January.     The  distringas  in  this  cause  was  return-  ^"f  ***y  °^  ^**® 
able  on  Saturday  the  20th,  and  the  trial  took  place  on 
Monday  the  22nd,  to  which  day  the  sittings  were  adjourned 
fit>m  the  Saturday. 

Jervis  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  ver- 

H  m2 
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Exrh.  of  Pitai,  diet  should  not  be  set  aside,  aud  a  new  trial  had.    Unt, 

'     the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  the  caose^  for  the  dis- 

Cbeetbam     triugas  was  returnable  on  Saturday^  and  the  trial  did  not 

Sturtevant.    take  place  until  the  following  Monday.     It  is  true  that  the 

sittings  at  Nisi  Prius  form  but  one  day  in  law^  but  that  is  not 
the  case  with  the  sittings  in  term.   In  JohaMon  v.  Budge  (a), 
the  Court  seem  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  sittings 
in  term  are  not  regarded  as  one  sitting  in  law^  so  that  a 
trial  at  any  sitting  day  would  have  relation  to  the  first  day 
of  the  sittings.     [Parke,  B. — It  is  only  very  lately  that  the 
Courts  have  adopted  the  practice  of  adjourning  de  die  in 
diem.]     In  Taylor  v.  Harris  (A),  Lord  Alvanley,  C.  J.,  sayi, 
''The  sittings  in  term  neither  commence  with  the  tenD| 
nor  are  any  part  of  the  term ;  they  are  appointed  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Chief  Justice ;  and  if  a  cause^  from  never 
having  been  entered  in  the  cause  paper,  could  not  posnblj 
have  been  tried  until  after  the  death  of  the  defendant^  a 
verdict  obtained  after  his  death  cannot  stand.     Indeed  the 
postea  is  made  up  of  the  very  day  on  which  the  cause  iru 
tried,  whereas  in  the  case  of  trials  after  term  the  postea  is 
made  up  as  of  the  first  day  of  the  sittings.'^     [Parke,  B.— 
All  the  causes  in  the  second  sittings,  for  instance,  were 
then  tried  on  that  day.]     There  are  two  cases  where  the 
parties  did  that  which  the  Court  does  in  cases  of  adjourn- 
ment, and   adjourned  the  cause.      One  was  Crowder  v. 
Rooke  (c),  where  it  was  held  that,  the  trial  having  been  had 
after  the  day  of  Nisi  Prius,  it  was  coram  non  judice,  and 
that  the  jurata  was  not  amendable ;  but  the  Court  were  of 
opinion  that  they  ought  ex  officio  to  order  a  venire  de  noio 
to  be  awarded,  which  was  ordered  accordingly.     A  similar 
point  was  decided  in  Child  v.  Harvey  (rf).     Another  objcc-  • 
tion  is,  that  the  venire  directs  the  sheriff  to  summon 
jury  for  the  first  sittings ;  but  it  will  appear  from  the  Ni 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.647;  3  Dowl.  (c)  2  Wils.  144. 

P-  C-  207.  (rf)  1  Ld.  R^yn,.  ill 

(6)  8  Bos.  &  Pull.  550. 
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US  Record  that  the  case  stood  over  from  the  first  to  tbe   F-J^ch.  ofPUat, 
ond  sittings.  ^ 

Secondly,  the  note  having  been  in  fact  made  in  1839,     Cheetham 

Vm 

!   statement  of  it  in  the   declaration  ought   to   have   Sturtevant. 
m  amended  accordingly ;  and  as  the  payment  of  three 
krs'  interest  was  admitted  by  the  plaintiff's  particulars, 
»aght  tobe  reckoned  as  made  from  the  year  1839. 

?AB&E,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
lie  in  this  case.  All  the  causes  that  are  tried  by  adjourn- 
nt  from  the  first  day  of  a  sittings  are  to  be  considered  as 
^  on  that  day.  The  present  case  is  therefore  to  be  con- 
Bred  as  having  been  tried  on  the  19th.  With  regard  to 
!  second  point,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  bill  of  par- 
ilars  has  reference  to  the  date  of  the  note,  and  therefore 
kt  the  interest  became  payable  from  the  year  1837,  and 
b  from  1839,  when  the  note  was  actually  made.  Con- 
luently  there  will  be  no  rule. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Rose  v,  McGregor.  Jan,  25. 

lis  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  T^»e  two  day*' 

notice  of  coun- 

"  lie  should  not  pay  the  costs  of  the  day  for  not  pro-  termand  of 
ling  to  trial,  and  why  all  further  proceedings  should  by^ihe^uie  of 
l}e  stayed  until  such  costs  were  paid.   It  appeared  J^  ,^62  mult 
^  the  afl&davits,  that  the  defendant  was  under  terms  of  be  two  business 

.     ,  days ;  and  no- 

X^g  short  notice  of  trial  for  the  sittings   after  last  tice  on  Satur- 
-liaelmas  Term,  which  began  on  Monday  the  27th  of  ^ay  i*  not**"' 
Member.     Notice  of  countermand  was,  however,  served  »"ffic»ent- 
tlie  plaintiff  between  the  hours  of  six  and  eight  on  the 
^ing  of  Saturday  the  25th. 
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Rxch.  of  Pleas,  Chamock  shewed  cause. — ^The  notice  of  comitenDaiid  is 
v_lfjl:_.  sufficient,  according  to  Reg.  Gen.  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s. «, 
Rose  which  provides,  that  "  in  town  causes,  where  the  defendant 
M'Gbeoor.  li^6s  within  forty  miles  of  town,  two  days'  notice  of  coun- 
termand shall  be  deemed  sufficient ; ''  and  by  Beg.  Gen. 
H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  viii.  it  is  ordered,  ^*  that  in  all  cases  in 
which  any  particular  number  of  days,  not  expressed  to  be 
clear  days,  is  prescribed  by  the  rules  or  practice  of  the 
Courts,  the  same  shall  be  reckoned  ezclusiyely  of  the  first 
day  and  inclusively  of  the  last,  unless  the  last  day  shall 
happen  to  fall  on  a  Sunday,''  &c  An  iniervemng  Sundaj 
counts  as  one  day  in  most  proceedings;  for  instance,  in  no- 
tices of  trial  and  in  time  for  pleading.  [Parke,  B. — No : 
the  two  days'  notice  of  countermand  must  be  business  days; 
it  is  so  stated  in  Lush's  Practice,  and  that  notice  on  Sa- 
turday for  Monday  will  not  suffice.  There  are  three  cases 
cited  to  that  effect,  and  it  was  expressly  decided  in  Grosjem 
V.  Manning  {a)  that  the  intervening  Sunday  is  not  to  be 
reckoned.]  The  cases  of  Gro^ean  v.  Manning,  fVardk  ?. 
Ackland  (£),  and  Stewart  v.  Abraham  (c),  which  are  those 
referred  to  in  Lush's  Practice,  were  all  cases  of  con- 
tinuance, and  not  of  countermand,  which  are  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable ;  for  in  the  one  case  the  party  has  to  prepare 
for  trial,  while  in  the  other  he  has  merely  to  suspend  pro- 
ceedings. 

Petersdorff,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  tlie 
Court. 

Parke,  B. — This  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  The  no- 
tices of  countermand  and  continuance  stand  on  the  same 
footing ;  in  each  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  two  bnsinen 
days'  notice.    The  rule  will  be  absolute  for  the  costs  onlfi 

(a)  2  Cr.  &  J.  635.  P.  C.  28. 

{b)   3  Tyrw.    819;    2    Dowl.         (c)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  709. 
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for  there  is  no  reason  why  there  should  be  a  stay  of  proceed-  Exck,  of  puas, 
ings  until  the  costs  are  paid.  '  ^ 

Rose 

Alderson^  B. — Take  the  case  either  way;  if  you  exclude  mGregob. 
Saturday^  you  make  Sunday  the  first  day^  and  then  it  ex- 
cludes itself;  if  the  last  day,  then  it  is  excluded  by  the  ge- 
neral rule.  If  you  serve  the  defendant  late  on  Saturday 
evening,  as  was  done  here,  you  give  him  no  time  at  all  to 
enable  him  to  postpone  his  preparations  for  trial,  if  your 
construction  is  correct. 


GuRNEY,  B. — The  countermand  makes  it  necessary  for 

the  defendant  to  send  away  his  witnesses  or  prevent  them 

from  attending,  but  the  shortness  of  the  notice  allows  him 

no  time  to  do  so. 

Bule  absolute. 


Hanmer  t;.  White.  Jatu  25. 

JLhE  plaintifiP,  having  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  The  plaintiff 
defendant  in  the  borough  Court  of  Shrewsbury,  brought  an  an  action  of 
action  of  debt  upon  it  in  this  Court,  to  which  the  defend-  ctu^^onaj^^ 
ant  pleaded  nul  tiel  record.  ment  recovered 

*  in  an  inferior 

court,  instead 

Manning,  Serjt.  now  produced  the  record  of  the  Court  ^^  [he*8uperior 
below,  and  moved  for  judgment,  and  also  for  costs,  pursuant  ^Y^  *"**  '■" 
to  43  Geo.  8,  c.  46,  s.  4.    [Parke,  B. — ^Why  did  you  bring  tion,  the  de- 
an actioxi  on  the  judgment,  instead  of  removing  it  and  tak-  ed  nul  tiel  re- 
ing  out  execution  ?]     The  plaintiff  may  have  acted  impro-  piifntiff   * 
perly  in  bringing  an  action  on  the  judgment;  still  the  de-  produced  the 

*       ^  «3     o  M      o  ^  record,  and  ap- 

fendant  has  caused  expense  and  delay  by  putting  a  ground-  plied  for  his 
less  plea  upon  the  record.     In  Gamwell  v.  Barker  (a),  the  q^q.  s,  c.  46, 

B.  4,  but  the 

Court  refused  the  application,  notwithstanding  the  defendant  had  pleaded  a  false  plea. 

(a)  5  Taunt.  264. 
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£xch,  ofPieast  plaintiff  was  allowed  his  costs  of  action  on  the  judgment, 
^  where  the  defendant  had  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  and 

pleaded  nul  tiel  record. 

Parke,  B. — T  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  a  rule  in  this  case.  This  is  an  application  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  as  the  plaintiff,  instead  of 
bringing  an  action,  might  have  removed  the  judgment  to 
the  superior  Court,  and  there  have  issued  execution,  we 
think  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  his  costs.  He  has  brought 
the  expense  upon  himself,  and  he  must  pay  for  the  pleasure 
of  bringing  the  action  on  the  judgment. 


The  other  Judges  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Jan.  29. 


The  Attorney-General  i?.  Ansted  and  Others. 


The  importer  1  HIS  was  an  information  of  debt  by  the  Attomey-Go- 
a  foreigQ  coun-  ncral  against  Messrs.  Ansted  &  Co.,  merchants  of  London, 
7he^imp^tif^  for  the  sum  of  748/.  9*.,  as  duties  of  customs  alleged  to  be 

due  to  her  Majesty  on  726  cwt.  2  qrs.  3  lbs.  of  raisins,  and 
223  cwt.  3  qrs.  15  lbs.  of  figs,  imported  by  them  into  the 
port  of  London.    The  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue. 
The  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  sittings  after  Hilwy 
ing  Act,  3  &  4    Term,  18^2,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  Crown,  rob- 

ject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case. 

In  the  months  of  December  1839  and  January  1840, 
the  defendants  imported  into  the  port  of  London  cerUin 
quantities  of  foreign  raisins  and  figs,  for  which  they  passed 


/ton,  to  the 
duties  of  cus- 
toms payable 
thereon ;  and 
this  liability  is 
not  affected  by 
the  Warehous- 


the  effect  of 
which  is  only 
to  give  the 
merchant,  in 
the  case  of 
goods  ware- 
housed under 
it,  time  for 
payment  of  the  duties  until  the  goodti  are  entered  for  home  consumption. 

And  if  the  merchant  have  obtained  the  goods  from  a  bonded  warehouse  without  making *b7 
entry  for  home  consumption,  and  without  the  duties  having  been  paid,  he  is  liable  to  aoinforBi* 
tion  of  debt  for  the  duties,  and  it  is  no  answer  to  it  that  a  custom-house  agent,  employed  bykis 
to  make  the  entry  and  pay  the  duties,  misappropriated  the  money  and  fraudulently  obttioe* 
the  goods. 
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a  warehousing  entry,  and  in  the  ordinary  course  ware-  Exeh.  of  Piea$, 
housed  them  in  a  bonded  warehouse,  at  Fresh  Wharf,  ' 

Thames- street.  A  portion  of  the  articles  so  imported  was 
obtained  from  the  warehouse  at  Fresh  Wharf,  and  had 
come  to  the  possession  of  the  defendants,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned,  and  had  been  by  them  taken  into  home  con- 
sumption; and  on  this  part  no  duty  had  ever  been  received 
by  the  Customs. 

The  defendants  employed  a  person,  licensed  to  act  as 
agent  at  the  Custom-house  in  London,  under  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  2,  s.  144,  to  pay  the  duty  on  the  goods,  and  procure 
their  delivery  from  the  warehouse  for  home  consumption. 
The  defendants,  for  this  purpose,  paid  the  amount  of  duty 
to  this  person;  and  he  having  subsequently  represented  to 
them  that  he  had  duly  paid  the  duty  for  the  goods,  they 
sent  for  and  obtained  the  goods  from  the  warehouseman, 
upon  presentment  of  the  usual  merchant's  order. 

The  ordinary  and  proper  course  in  taking  goods  out  of 
bond  for  home  consumption  is  as  follows : — ^The  merchant 
sends,  at  his  option,  either  his  own  clerk,  or  one  of  the 
licensed  agents  above  alluded  to,  to  the  Custom-house  for 
the  purpose.  This  person  pays  to  the  receiver  of  duties  at 
the  Custom-house  the  amount  of  the  duties,  and  that  officer 
then  signs  a  bill  of  entry,  addressed  to  the  comptroller  of 
accounts  (another  officer  of  customs),  which  bill  of  entry  is 
sent  by  a  customs  messenger  to  the  comptroller  of  accounts. 
The  comptroller  of  accounts,  upon  receipt  of  the  bill  of 
entry,  makes  out  a  delivery  order,  which  is  addressed  to 
the  customs  locker  at  the  warehouse  where  the  goods  are, 
and  is  his  authority  to  withdraw  all  control  on  the  part  of 
the  Customs  from  the  goods.  If  the  merchant  makes  appli- 
cation at  the  Custom-house  for  the  delivery  order,  it  is 
given  to  him,  and  then  he  sends  it  to  the  locker;  but  if  no 
such  application  is  made  for  it,  the  order  is  delivered  to  the 
locker  from  the  warehouse-keeper's  office,  and  not  to  the 
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Exeh.  of  Pieoi,  merchant^  who  in  such  case  sends  for  his  goods,  and  findi 

them  released.  The  actual  delivery  of  the  goods  is  then 
effected  by  any  person  bearing  an  order  from  the  importer, 
called  a  merchant's  order,  and  addressed  to  the  warehouse- 
keeper,  upon  the  presentment  of  which  the  warehooaeman 
delivers  the  goods,  having  previously  obtained  the  signa- 
ture of  the  locker  to  it,  as  a  proof  that  the  duties  have 
been  paid,  and  this  signature  the  locker  only  gives  if  he 
has  received  a  locker's  order. 

In  the  present  case,  no  part  of  the  duties  was  ever  paid 
to  any  officer  of  the  customs,  and  no  entry  for  home  con- 
sumption of  any  of  the  goods  in  question,  to  be  cleared 
from  the  warehouse,  or  any  other  entiy  except  the  ware- 
housing entries  before  mentioned,  was  ever  made,  nor  was 
any  one  of  the  above-mentioned  documents  given  by  the 
customs  officers  for  any  part  of  the  goods  in  question;  but 
the  agent  employed  misappropriated  the  money  leceiTed 
trom  the  defendants  for  the  payment  of  the  duty,  and  the 
goods  were  obtained  from  the  warehouse  as  above  men- 
tioned, without  payment  of  any  part  of  the  duty  thereon, 
and  without  the  signature  of  the  customs  locker  to  the 
merchant's  order. 

At  the  time  when  the  goods  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  defendants,  they  were  not  aware  that  the  duty  thereon 
had  not  been  paid  by  their  agents,  nor  that  the  signature 
of  the  locker  had  not  been  obtained  to  the  merchanfi 
order;  nor  were  they  aware  of  that  fact  until  the  amoont 
of  such  duties  was  subsequently  claimed  from  them  by  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs. 

Upon  the  payment  of  the  duties,  the  officer  of  the  cus- 
toms does  not  give  any  receipt  to  the  party  paying  theuL 

Tlie  licensed  agents  above  alluded  to  are  not  in  any  waj 
authorized  by  the  Customs  to  receive  duties  for  them,  nor 
are  they  indeed  in  any  way  servants  of  the  Customs. 

Fresh  Wharf  is,  by  the  appointment  of  the  Conunissionen 


k 
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of  Customs^  a  warehonse  of  ordinary  security,  and  is  locked  Exek.  rf  puat, 
with  two  locks:  the  locker^  who  is  a  government  officer^    .     ^'  ^ 
holds  the  key  of  one  of  such  locks,  and  the  warehouse-    Att.-Gsn. 
keeper  holds  the  key  of  the  other.  Ansted. 

Before  any  part  of  the  above-mentioned  goods  was  ware- 
hoaaed  as  before  mentioned,  general  security  by  bond  had 
been  given  by  the  proprietors  and  occupiers  of  the  said 
warehouse,  pursuant  to  the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  s.  8,  for 
the  payment  of  the  full  duties  of  importation  of  all  such 
goods  as  should  at  any  time  be  warehoused  therein,  or  for 
the  due  exportation  thereof,  which  bond  has  continued  in 
force  to  the  present  time:  and  no  security  was  ever  given 
by  the  defendants  for  the  duties  in  respect  of  the  goods  in 
question. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the  above 
ciicumstanoes,  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defiendants  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  above-mentioned 
duties,  the  verdict  for  the  Crown  was  to  stand,  or  to  be 
entered  for  that  part.  And  if  they  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  Crown  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  part  of  the 
said  duties  from  the  defendants,  then  the  verdict  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiff's  point  for  argument  was,  that  the  defend- 
ants, being  the  importers  of  the  goods  in  question,  became 
debtors  to  the  Crown  for  the  duties  in  respect  of  them; 
and  as  such  duties  had  never  been  paid  to  the  Crown,  the 
Attorney-General  was  entitled  to  recover  them  by  this 
information. 

The  defendants'  points  for  argument  were,  that  the  du- 
ties never  became  a  debt  payable  by  the  defendants:  that 
the  defendants  did  not  become  liable  to  pay  the  duties 
merely  by  reason  of  their  having  imported  the  goods,  or  of 
their  having  passed  a  warehousing  entry,  or  of  their  having 
warehoused  the  goods,  or  received  and  taken  them  into 
home  consumption:  that  the  goods  were  in  the  nature  of 
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Exeh.  o/Pieatf  smuggled  goods.  and  that  the  remedy  of  the  Crown 
1844  oo        o 

against  the  warehouse-keeper  or  occupier  of  the  warehonBc 

and  by  proceeding  for  the  penalties  given  by  the  statute: 
that  the  Crown  could  not  recover  the  duties  from  the  de- 
fendants^ havings  by  the  negligence  of  the  locker^  put  it  in 
the  power  of  some  person  to  procure  the  removal  of  tlie 
goods  from  the  warehouse  without  due  entry  and  payment 
of  the  full  duties^  and  thereby  induced  the  defendant!  to 
believe  that  their  agent  had  paid  the  duties^  and  enaUed 
him  to  commit  or  conceal  his  fraud  upon  them,  and  thit 
the  Crown  was  thereby  estopped,  as  against  the  defendant 
from  contending  that  the  duties  had  not  been  paid. 

Jervis,  for  the  Crown. — The  defendants,  as  the  import- 
ers of  these  goods,  became,  immediately  on  their  importir 
tion,  debtors  to  the  Crown  for  the  duties  of  customs  payabb 
thereon.   Except  in  the  case  of  com,  the  duties  are  payabb 
by  the  importer  on  the  vesseFs  coming  within  the  Umitsul 
the  port.     The  125th  section  of  the  Customs  Regulation 
Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52,  expressly  provides,  that  if,  upon 
the  first  levying  of  any  duty,  &c.  it  shall  become  necenaiy 
to  determine  the  precise  time  at  which  an  importation  of 
any  goods  made  and  completed  shall  be  deemed  to  liaie 
had  effect,  such  time  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  time  it 
which  the  ship  had  actually  come  within  the  limits  of  tiff 
port  at  which  the  ship  shall  in  due  course  be  reported,  aod 
the  goods  be  discharged.     And  there  are  abundant  aotlio- 
rities  to  shew  that  the  duties  become  a  debt  to  the  Crowa 
immediately  on  the  importation.     Com.  Dig.  Debt  (A  9); 
Leaper  v.  Smith  {a) ;  Anonymous  (A)  \  Salter  v.  Maj(^)ert[e); 
Attorney"  General  v.  Weeks  (d) .   The  provisions  of  the  Wi»- 
housing  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  shew  also  that  the  dutiei 
are  payable  by  the  importer  on  the  vesseFs  coming  intotk 

(a)  Bunb.  79.  (c)  I  Roll.  Rep.  383. 

(b)  Lane,  15.  {d)  Bunb.  223. 
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fort  The  8th  section  requires^  that^  before  any  goods  shall  Exek.  •fPUat^ 
be  eDtitled  to  be  warehoused  under  the  act,  the  proprietor  *   ^ 

or  occupier  of  the  warehouse^  if  he  be  willing,  shall  give  Att.-Gen. 
general  security  by  bond  for  the  payment  of  the  full  duties  Akstbd. 
of  importation  on  all  such  goods  as  shall  be  warehoused 
therein;  and  if  he  be  not  willing  to  give  such  general 
lecority,  the  different  importers  of  the  separate  quantities 
}f  goods  shall,  upon  each  importation,  give  such  security  in 
respect  of  the  particular  goods  imported  by  them  respect- 
ifdy  before  such  goods  shall  be  entered  to  be  warehoused. 
Fhe  14th  section^  which  requires  goods  warehoused  to  be 
cleared  within  a  certain  time,  contains  a  particular  provi- 
non  with  respect  to  certain  goods  imported  by  the  East 
India  Company  ''from  places  within  the  limits  of  their 
diarter  into  the  port  of  London.^'  The  15th  section,  also, 
vhich  empowers  the  commissioners  of  goods  to  ''  remit  or 
Eetuni  the  duties  payable  or  paid"  on  goods  lost  or  de- 
itrayed  ''either  on  shipboard,  or  in  the  landing  or  shipping 
of  the  same/^  shews  that  the  duties  become  payable  on  the 
entry  of  the  vessel  into  the  port.  The  defendants  may  rely 
on  the  10th  section  of  that  act,  which  enacts,  that  if  any 
goods  be  taken  out  of  any  warehouse  without  due  entry  of 
the  same  with  the  proper  officers  of  the  customs,  the  occu- 
pier  of  the  warehouse  shall  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
daties  due  thereon.  But  that  provision  was  not  intended 
to  exempt  the  importer  from  liability,  but  only  to  place  a 
check  on  the  occupier  of  the  warehouse,  by  subjecting  him 
^  to  liability  in  the  case  provided  against.  The  argu- 
ment for  the  defendants  will  be,  that  the  duty  does  not 
attach  on  importation,  but  only  on  entry  of  the  goods. 
But  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  s.  8, 
^J  which,  if  the  proprietor  or  occupier  of  the  warehouse 
^oes  not  give  security  for  payment  of  the  duties,  the  im- 
porters are  bound  to  do  so  before  the  goods  shall  be  entered 
^  be  warehoused. 
The  alleged  negligence  of  the  locker  affords  no  answer 
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£xeh,  of  Pleat,  to  the  claim  for  the  duties:  it  is  clear  that  the  rights  of  the 

J  Crown  cannot  be  affected  by  the  negligence  of  its  officers : 

Att.-Gen.  Sheffield  v.  Ratcliffe {a);  Dunbarr^s  caseCb);  Aitamef^Ge* 

Anstid.  neral  v.  Ckitiy  {c) . 

Peacock,  contra. — Either  no  debt  at  all  was  due  from  the 
defendants  to  the  Crown,  or  if  there  was,  the  time  of  pay- 
ment of  that  debt  has  not  yet  arrived,  because  no  entry  has 
yet  been  made  for  home  consumption. 

First,  no  debt  became  due  to  the  Crown  frt>m  the  de- 
fendants on  the  mere  importation  of  the  goods.    The  old 
cases  cited  on  the  other  side  have  now  no  application:  thej 
were  decided  at  a  time  when  the  ancient  customs  laws  were 
in  force,  and  when  it  was  doubtful  whether  duties  of  cns^ 
toms  were  payable  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  parliament,  or  of 
the  mere  prerogative  of  the  Crown.    But  now,  all  the  8ta> 
tutes  on  this  subject  are  to  be  read  as  one  connected  code 
of  law;  and  looking  at  the  provisions  of  the  Warehonsiiig 
Act,  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  it  appears  that  the  duties  are  pij* 
able,  not  upon  importation  alone,  but  upon  the  entry  for 
home  consumption.    The  2nd  section  of  the  Customs  Dotiee 
Act,  3  &  4  Will,  4,  c.  56,  no  doubt  imposes  the  duties  on  aO 
goods  imported  into  the  United  Kingdom;  but  it  does  not 
state  that  they  are  to  be  paid  on  importatum;  neither  ii 
there  any  clause  which  expressly  makes  the  importer  liahk 
to  the  payment  of  them.     The  18th  section  of  the  Ware- 
housing Act  requires  that,  upon  the  entry  of  any  goods  to 
be  cleared  from  the  warehouse,  if  the  same  be  for  home 
use,  the  person  entering  such  goods  inwards  shall  deUver  t 
bill  of  the  entry,  &c.,  and  at  the  same  time  shall  pay  down 
to  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs  the  full  duties  of  coi- 
toms  payable  thereon.   By  the  8th  section,  in  case  only  the 
proprietor  of  the  warehouse  do  not  give  security  for  the 
pajrment  of  the  duties,  the  importer  is  to  give  such  seco- 


i 


(a)  Hob.  347.  (b)  Cro.  Car.  349.  (c)  Fbrker,  41 
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rity  before  the  goods  shall  be  entered  to  be  warehoused ;  Exch.  of  PUa$, 
but  it  does  not  say  that  he  is  to  give  security  that  the     v   ^^^'   ^ 
duties  shall  be  paid  by  himself.     The  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  89,     Att.-Gbn. 
8. 20,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  50,  which  empower  the  Com-       Anstkd. 
missioners  of  Customs  to  remit  or  return  the  duties  on 
goods  lost  or  destroyed  by  unavoidable  accident  in  the 
warehouse,  and  provide  that  the  duties  payable  on  wine 
and  certain  other  goods,  when  taken  out  of  warehouse  for 
home  use,  shall  be  charged  on  the  quantities  actually  deli- 
▼ered,  confirm  the  view  taken  of  the  case  by  the  defend- 
ants.     [Alderson,  B. — The  defendants  became  liable  to 
the  duties  on  passing  the  warehousing  entry^  and  have  got 
the  goods  without  payment  of  the  duties;  are  they  not 
liable?]     The  Crown  may  sue  the  warehouseman,  whose 
dnty  it  was  to  keep  possession  of  the  goods  until  the  duties 
were  paid.     [Parke,  B. — The  case  of  Salter  v.  Majapert 
appears  to  be  directly  in  point.     The  defendants  have  in 
fiu^  taken  the  goods  from  on  board  the  ship,  and  may 
therefore  be  sued  for  the  duties.] 

But  further,  the  Crown  are  not  entitled  to  recover  these 
duties,  since  it  was  by  the  culpable  conduct  of  their  own 
officer  that  the  defendants  have  been  brought  into  this 
difficulty.  Coles  v*  Bank  of  England  [a).  [Alderson,  B. — 
Tour  argument  amounts  to  this,  that  the  defendants  are  to 
be  exempted  from  duty,  because  they  have  themselves  em- 
ployed a  guilty  agent.  Parke,  B. — The  substance  of  the 
transaction  is  simply  this,  that  they  have  made  no  entry 
for  home  consumption,  as  they  ought  to  have  done.] 

[The  learned  counsel  then  referred  to  and  commented 
on  the  stats.  12  Car.  2,  c.  4,  43  Geo.  8,  c.  132,  9  Geo.  4, 
c  60,  8.  8,  and  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  as  confirming  his  view 
that  the  duties  were  not  payable  on  importation  merely,  but 
on  the  entry  for  home  consumption.] 

(a)  10  Ad.  &  £.  437;  2  P.  &  D.  521. 
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Rjcch.  of  Pitras,      Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  av«r 

1  AAA. 

_j  clear  case,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  Crowi 
Ait-Gen.  The  object  of  the  recent  acts  of  parliament^  which  havi 
ANsntD.  been  referred  to,  was  not  to  discharge  the  importer  firon 
his  liability  for  payment  of  the  duties  on  the  goods  im- 
ported by  him,  but  only  to  afford  facilities  to  the  conH' 
merce  of  the  country,  by  enabling  merchants,  in  certaii 
cases,  to  postpone  the  payment  of  the  duties.  The  de 
fendants,  however,  have  not  brought  themselves  within  the 
terms  of  the  act  of  parliament;  for,  being  liable  to  payment 
of  the  duties  as  the  importers  of  the  goods,  and  beiiif 
bound  to  pay  them  on  entering  the  goods  for  home  coO' 
sumption,  they  get  possession  of  them  without  any  audi 
entry  being  made,  and  without  payment,  and  then,  ii 
effect,  contend  that  they  are  not  liable,  because  they  han 
not  made  an  entry.  The  right  of  the  Crown  to  the  dntia 
of  customs  does  not  arise  out  of  these  recent  statutes;  it 
existed  long  before  them;  still  less  is  it  abrogated  oi 
abridged  by  them,  because  their  language  plainly  shewi 
that  the  duties  are  considered  to  be  due  on  the  warehousing 
entry  being  made  by  the  importer. 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  defendants 
clearly  were,  by  the  general  law,  liable,  as  importers  of  the 
goods,  to  the  payment  of  thea^  duties:  and  the  only  ques- 
tion therefore  is,  whether  that  liability  has  been  affected 
by  the  Warehousing  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57.     It  appesn 
from  the  preamble  of  that  Act,  that  the  object  of  this  sad 
of  similar  statutes  was  to  promote  the  trade  and  commeroe 
of  that  country,  and  with  that  view,  it  was  intended  to 
give  the  merchant  time  for  payment  of  the  duties  iintl 
the  goods  were  cither  exported  or  taken  out  for  home  coi^ 
sumption.     It  is  contended  in  this  case,  on  behalf  of  tk 
defendants,  that  the  time  for  payment  of  these  duties  Itf 
not  arrived,  because  no  entry  for  home  consumption  b* 
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yet  been  made.    But  that  is  the  fault  of  the  defendants  Etech.ofPUoMt 

...  1844 

themBelves^  and  it  does  not,  therefore,  lie  in  their  mouth     ^^       '  ^ 

to  say  that  the  time  for  payment  has  not  arrived.  Then  Att.-Gibn. 
they  say  that  the  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  give  a  new  re-  Ansteo. 
medy  for  the  duties  upon  goods  imported  and  warehoused, 
and  afterwards  entered  for  home  consumption.  I  think 
that  18  not  so,  and  that  the  alteration  introduced  by  the 
statute  relates  only  to  the  time  of  payment;  and  here  the 
time  of  payment  has  arrived,  for  the  defendants  have  taken 
out  the  goods  for  home  consumption.  The  remedy  of  the 
CSrown  is  therefore  no  longer  suspended:  the  duties  were 
(nriginally  payable  by  the  importers,  and  the  time  of  pay- 
ment has  arrived.  As  to  the  want  of  an  entry  for  home 
consumption,  that  arose  from  the  misconduct  of  the  de- 
fendants^ agent,  and  they  cannot  take  advantage  of  their 
own  wrong. 

Aldsbson,  B.,  and  Ournet,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


DuNFORD  and  Others  v.  Trattles.  Jan,  25. 

L/ASE. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  To  a  declara- 

t     »  ...  ,,  ,       1  M      t      ^  t'on  stating 

possessed  of  a  certain  ship,  and  that  the  defendant  waspos-  that  the  de- 
9e99ed  of  a  certain  other  ship,  which  said  ship  of  the  defend-  poggeMeJ  of  a 
ant  was  under  the  care  of  the  defendant's  servants,  who  »^»p»  ^^»<^*»»  ^y 

the  careless- 

were  navigating  the  same  on  the  high  seas.     The  dedara*  neu  and  mis- 
tion  then  alleged,  that  the  defendant's  ship,  by  the  careless-  MsMrvantT, 
ness,  mismanagement,  &c.  of  his  servants,  ran  foul  of  and  ^iSLl^VtVl"* 
damaged  the  plaintiffs'  ship.  plaintiffs*  ship, 

^^  '^  ^  the  plea  of  not 

guilty  admits 
that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  ship,  and  only  denies  that  the  injury  was  occasioned 
by  the  earelessness,  &c.  of  his  servants. 

VOL.  XXL  N  N  M.  W. 
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Bxck.  of  PUat,       Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  second,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
*  ^     not  possessed  of  the  said  ship. 

DUNFORD 

Tkattlu.  At  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Northumberland,  no  proof  hafing 
been  given  by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  injury  was  done  bj 
the  defendant's  vessel,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  nonsuited.  Hie 
learned  Judge,  however,  thought  that  the  defendant's  own- 
ership of  the  vessel  was  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  but  re- 
served the  point ;  and  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict  fiv 
the  plaintiffs,  he  gave  the  defendant  liberty  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 

Knowles  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Wortley  and  S.  Temple  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  ques- 
tion in  this  case  arises  under  the  pleading  rule  of  H.  T.,  4 
Will.  4,  which  provides,  that,  ''  in  all  actions  on  the  case^ 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the 
breach  of  duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  fieu^ts  stated  in  tlie 
inducement,  and  no  other  defence  than  such  denial  shall  be 
admissible  under  that  plea.''  The  plea  here  pleaded,  there- 
fore, admits  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  ?es- 
sel  that  did  the  injury,  and  merely  puts  in  issue  the  fitct  of 
its  having  been  done  negligently.  In  Tbt^emer  v.  LUtk(dj, 
which  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defendsnt 
for  negligently  driving  his  horse  and  cart  against  the  plsiii- 
tiff's  horse,  it  was  expressly  held,  that,  under  the  plea  of  not 
guilty,  the  defendant  could  not  shew  that  the  cart  did  not 
belong  to  him.  [Aldersan,  B. — In  fFoolf  v.  Beard  {i), 
which  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  negligent 
driving  by  his  servant,  it  was  ruled,  that,  by  pleading  not 
guilty,  the  defendant  admitted  that  the  driver  wras  his 

(a)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  678;  7  Scott,  796.  (6)  8  Car.  &  P.STJ. 
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rant.]     So,  in  Hart  v.  Crowley  (a),  which  was  an  action  on  Exeh,  of  Pleat, 

he  case  against  the  defendant  for  the  negligent  driving  by  - 

lis  servant  of  his  waggon  and  horses  against  the  plaintiff  ^s      Dunford 

iamage,  it  was  again  determined,  that,  under  the  plea  of  not     Trattles. 

guilty,  the  defendant  conld  not  prove  that  the  servant  and 

lorses  were  not  his ;  and  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  there  says, 

'  Tiwemer  v.  LUtle  was  decided  on  great  consideration ; 

ind  I  think  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  right  in 

heir  ruling/'    In  Tarrence  v.  Gibbins  (A),  which  was  an 

iction  for  seducing  the    daughter   and  servant   of  the 

ilaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  a  plea  that  the  party  seduced 

vaa  not  the  servant  of  the  plaintiff  did  not  amount  to  an 

u^umentative  plea  of  not  guilty,  but  was  a  good  plea 

n  confession  and  avoidance.     The  defendant,  therefore, 

las  admitted  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  ship  that  did 

ihe  damage.    Dawson  v.  Moore  {c)  (where  it  was  held,  that, 

n  an  action  for  a  nuisance,  when  the  defendant  pleaded 

lot  guilty,  the  plaintiff  must  not  only  prove  the  existence 

»f  the  nuisance,  but  that  the  defendant  was  the  cause 

»f  it,)  may  be  relied  upon ;  but  that  was  only  a  ruling 

it  Nisi  Prius,  and  was  long  before  the  case  of  Norton 

\  Scholefield  (d),  where  it  was  held,  that,  in  case  for  erecting 

k  cesspool  near  a  well,  and  thereby  contaminating  the  water 

if  the  well,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  put  in  issue  both  the  fact  of 

he  erection  of  the  cesspool,  and  that  the  water  was  thereby 

xmtaminated.    That  case  also,  at  first  sight,  may  appear 

o  lean  the  other  way;  but  when  it  comes  to  be  looked  ift,  it 

8  not  so.    There  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 

ind  defendant  were  possessed  of  the  adjoining  premises, 

which  is  equivalent  to  the  allegation  of  the  ownership  of 

he  ship) ;  but  the  gist  of  the  action  was  the  digging  of 

he  cesspool ;  so,  here,  the  running  down  of  the  plaintiffs' 

ibip  is  the  matter  in  issue.     All,  indeed,  that  it  is  neces- 

Miy  to  contend  for  here  is,  that  it  is  prim&  fade  to  be  taken 

to  be  admitted  that  it  was  the  defendant's  ship  which  was 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  £11.  378.  (c)  7  Car.  &  P.  25. 

(b)  13  Uw  J.,  Q.  B.,  36.  (<l)  9  M.  &  W.  665. 

nn2 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  the  causc  of  the  injury. — ^They  also  cited  AUton  v.  MUk  (a) 
sj^^t^     and  Bcisin  v.  Mitchell  {b). 

DUNFORD 

Trattlbs.  Knowles  and  Addison,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  whdk 
question  turns  upon  this^  whether  Tavemer  v.  LUile  is  to  be 
considered  good  law;  if  that  be  an  authority  binding  npoa 
the  Court,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  it  does  not  apply  to  the 
present  case.  Perhaps,  however,  it  may  be  distingQisbaUe 
on  the  ground  that  there  some  slight  evidence  of  identitj 
was  given.  That  case,  however,  if  folly  carried  onl,  would 
seem  to  involve  an  absurdity;  for,  if  the  issue  of  not  gniltj 
merely  requires  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  negligent  eoIUsioii, 
and  damage,  it  would  be  supported  by  evidence  of  tmf 
ship  on  the  high  seas  running  against  and  injuring  another. 
[AldersoHy  B. — How  is  that  an  evil?  If  tihe  defendant  dii- 
putes  the  ownership  of  the  vessel,  he  may  trayerse  the  pro- 
perty. Parke,  B. — ^The  meaning  of  the  inducement  in  thii 
case  is,  that  the  defendant  was  in  the  possession  of  tbe  ship 
that  did  the  damage.  The  plea  of  not  guilty  means,  not 
guilty  of  negligence  in  the  management  of  the  ship.  Sup- 
pose the  defendant  had  traversed  the  averment  of  his  being 
in  possession  of  the  ship,  would  that  traverse  have  been 
demurrable?  If  it  would,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  does  not 
admit  the  defendant's  possession.  I  think  it  would  not.]  Is 
Benmon  v.  Davison  (c),  it  was  held,  in  assumpsit  for  not  safieif 
carrying  goods  shipped  on  board  a  vessel,  that  the  ownenUp 
of  the  vessel  was  not  admitted  by  the  plea  (rf  non  aammpot 
[Alderson,  B. — That  was  an  immaterial  averment;  it  need 
not  have  been  stated  there  that  the  defendants  were  the 
owners  of  the  vessel.]  The  averment  in  the  present  cue 
is  also  immaterial.  [Alderson,  B. — The  effect  of  the  de- 
fendant's plea  is,  that  he  admits  himself  to  have  been  in 
possession  of  the  ship  that  did  the  mischief,  but  denies  tint 
the  injury  was  occasioned  by  his  negligence.]  It  was  bddi 
in  Smith  v.  Martin  {d),  that  a  material  fact  not  traversed  ii 

(a)  9  Ad.  &  £11.  248;  1  P.  & D.  197.      (c)  3  M .  ft  W.  179. 

(b)  9  Car.  &  P.  613.  (</)  9  M.  ft  W.  304. 


HILARY   TERM,   7  VICT.  533 

not  therefore  admitted  so  as  to  dispense  with  proof  of  it.    ^<?*-  <>/  P^^'t 

1644. 
The  case  of  Hart  v.  Crowley  was  bat  little  argued,  and  that  - 

of  Woolf  Y.  Beard  was  not  argued  at  all.— They  also  cited      B^nfobd 

Ilodfflnnsim  y.  Marsden  (a).  Tr^ttlbs. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  is  a  very  plain  case,  upon 
the  construction  of  the  new  rules  of  pleading.  Let  us 
consider  what  was  the  state  of  the  law  before  the  New  Rules. 
In  an  action  like  the  present,  the  plaintiff  had  to  prove 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  vessel  that  sustained  the  in- 
jury, that  the  ship  which  occasioned  it  was  in  the  manage- 
ment and  possession  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the  injury 
arose  from  the  defendant's  mismanagement.  The  proof  of 
all  these  points  occasioned  him  great  trouble  and  expense, 
and  he  frequently  failed  from  being  unable  to  prove  them. 
This  expense  and  failureof  justice  theNew Rules  tend  to  pre- 
vent, by  requiring  notice  to  be  given  of  the  facts  intended  to 
be  disputed.  The  rule  applicable  to  actions  hke  the  present 
in  fact  declares,  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  does  not  put  in 
issue  the  possession  either  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant, 
but  merely  the  wrongful  act.  But  then  it  is  said,  that  it  is  a 
hardship  upon  a  defendant  that  he  should  be  charged  with 
running  down  a  ship  on  the  English  coast,  when  the  fact 
might  be  that  he  had  but  one  ship,  which  at  the  time  of  the 
accident  was  in  the  East  Indies,  which  fact,  under  the  pre- 
sent pleadings,  he  would  be  precluded  from  shewing.  If, 
however,  that  be  his  defence,  he  could  easily  shew  that  the 
chaise  was  a  mistaken  or  false  one,  by  traversing  his 
alleged  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  so  putting  the  plaintiff 
to  the  proof  of  it.  This  is  the  simple  course,  and  would 
occasion  him  no  inconvenience;  and  he  ought  not  to  put 
the  plaintiff  to  expense  and  delay,  by  compelling  him  to 
prove  matters  which  he  had  not  given  him  notice  that  he 
intended  to  dispute.  But  then  Mr.  Addison  says  the 
inducement  is  immaterial,  and  need  not  be  traversed.     In 

(a)  2  Campb.  121. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  gome  cases.  no  doubt,  the  inducement  is  immaterial;  bot 

1R44 

-  it  is  not  so  here.  If,  indeed^  the  plaintiflb  had  alleged  that 
DuNTOKD  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  one  Teasel,  which  was  under 
TftATTLBs.  the  management  of  his  servant,  and  that  auMer  retm 
occasioned  the  injury  complained  of,  that  would  be  an 
absurd  mode  of  statement,  because  in  that  case  the  Tessd 
doing  the  injury  would  not  be  connected  with  the  drfendant 
There  is  no  reason,  however,  in  principle,  why  the  taibce- 
meni,  as  it  is  termed,  should  be  at  the  b^inning  of  a  declar- 
ation, rather  than  at  the  end.  Suppose,  for  instance,  it 
were  averred  that  the  plaintiffs'  vessel  was  injured  by  the 
bad  management  of  another  vessel,  and  at  the  end  of  the 
declaration  there  had  been  an  averment,  that  the  said  last- 
mentioned  vessel  was  under  the  control  and  management 
of  the  defendant ;  that  mode  of  statement  would  be  good,  be- 
cause it  would  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  meant  to  refier  their 
complaint  of  injury  to  the  defendant's  vessel.  When,  there- 
fore, the  defendant  traverses  the  averment  of  his  possciiioii, 
he  means  to  say  that  he  was  not  in  the  possession  and 
management  of  the  vessel  that  did  the  injury.  If  the  vend 
is  under  his  management,  it  is  in  his  possession ;  and  the 
plaintiffs  are  compelled  to  make  this  averment.  The  de- 
fendant may  therefore  plead  that  the  vessel  is  not  his  vesid 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  his 
view  of  the  case,  and  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit 
must  be  discharged. 

Farke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  this 
point  has  been  settled  by  the  case  of  Tavemer  v.  LUik,  and 
that  we  ought  not  to  listen  to  any  argument  that  tends  to 
disturb  it.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Addison^  that  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  does  not  admit  immaterial  averments  stated  in  the 
inducement.  But  the  averment  that  the  defendant  was 
possessed  of  the  vessel  in  question  is  not  an  immaterial 
averment,  and  a  traverse  taken  upon  it  would  not  be  de- 
murrable.   The  plea  of  not  guilty,  therefore,  does  admit 
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that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of  the  vessel  that  ^««a*  rf  P^^9 
injured  the  plaintiffs\  - 

DUNPOBJD 
V. 

AxDBRsoNj  B,,  and  Ourney^  B.^  concurred.  Trattlks. 

Rule  discharged. 


Stracey  v.  Nelson.  Jan.  31. 

JL  KESFASS  by  the  phtintiffy  as  one  of  the  commissioners  The  stat.  3  &  4 
of  sewers^  for  breaking  and  entering  two  closes  of  land^  g.  47,  enacts,' 
the  property  of  the  commissioners^  situate  &c.,  injuring  the  p^rtyVfand'in' 
herbage^  &c.,  and  carrying  away  therefrom  certain  rabbit-  •"  ^n<*»»  ^«"f - 
traps.  The  defendant  pleaded^  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  taments,  build- 
that  the  closes  were  not  the  closes  of  the  commissioners ;  wOTks7and°°'' 
fourthly,  that  the  Earl  of  Winterton  was  seised  in  his  de-  ^^J^Vj^au'' 
mesne  as  of  fee  of  the  said  closes,  and  demised  the  same  to  have  been  or 

__  __  _  _  ^11         •^***  hereafter 

one  W.  Womach,  as  tenant  from  year  to  year :  the  plea  then  be  purchased, 
gave  colour,  and  justified  the  entry  of  the  defendant  as  the  ed^Jonstracted* 
servant  of  W.  Womach,  and  the  taking  of  the  traps,  on  the  J'  ™"f«  ^l  °' 

'  ^  .by  order  of,  or 

ground  that  they  were  endangering  and  likely  to  injure  which  shall  be 

^1.        I.  r  T¥r  I-  within  or  under 

tne  sneep  01  Womacn.  the  view,  cog* 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas ;  ^"*J[!eInent  of, 
and  to  the  third  plea  replied  specially,  setting  out  the  com-  «py  commis- 
jnission  of  sewers,  and  concluding  with  a  special  traverse  sewers,  with 
that  the  Earl  of  Winterton,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  conTenfe^ces, 
the  alleged  demise,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  &c.,shaUbeand 

®  '  the  same  are 

the  said  closes  in  which  &C.  hereby  vested 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  sionersof 

sewers :" — 
HM,  that  this  section  had  not  the  effect  of  vesting  in  the  commissioners  of  sewers  the  property  in 
mil  lands  under  their  **  view,  cognizance,  or  management.'' 

Per  Lord  Abmger,  C.  B.,  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  enable  the  commissioners  for  the 
time  being  to  exercise  a  proprietary  right  over  such  lands  as  they  might  purchase  under 
the  act. 

Per  Petrke,  B.,  the  effect  of  the  act  was,  that  lands  purchased  by  one  set  of  commissioners 
might  be  held  also  by  subsequent  commissioners,  under  whbse  survey  the  lands  might  be,  in  the 
nature  of  a  corporation. 
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BiUk,rfFi99M,  Summer  Assizes  for  tbe  coanty  of  Norfolk^  it  appeared 
in  evidence  that  the  plaintiflF  was  one  of  the  commit 
sioners  of  sewers  for  a  district  in  the  county  of  Norfolk, 
and  brought  the  present  action  against  the  defendant 
for  an  alleged  trespass^   in  entering  upon  certain  sand- 
hills bordering  upon  the  sea,  in  the  parish  of  Waxham, 
and  taking  away  some  rabbit-traps  set  thereon  by  order  of 
the  commissioners  of  sewers.     It  appeared  that  the  spot  in 
question,  which  was  waste  land  belonging  to  the  Earl  of 
Winterton,  was  part  of  an  irregular  line  of  sand-hills  or 
banks,  varying  in  height  from  eight  to  thirty  feet,  and 
running  a  considerable  distance  along  the  sea-shore,  form- 
ing a  sea-wall.    The  commissioners  of  sewers  had,  on  manj 
former  occasions,  repaired  these  banks,  so  as  to  render 
them  a  barrier  against  the  encroachments  of  the  sea.  They 
were  covered  with  a  species  of  herb  called  "marram," 
which  possesses  the  property  of  confining,  by  its  roots,  the 
loose  sand  composing  the  banks,  and  preventing  its  being 
carried  away  by  the  wind.    The  banks  were  much  fife- 
quented  by  rabbits,   which  fed  upon  the  marram,  and 
the  plaintiff  maintained  that  it  was  necessary  to  destroy 
them  in  order  to  preserve  the  banks.     The  statute  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  47,  enacts,  "  that  the  property  of  and 
in  the  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  buildings,  ere^ 
tions,  works,   and  other  things,  which   shall  have  been 
or  shall  hereafter  be  purchased,  obtained,  erected,  con- 
structed, and  made  by  or  by  the  order  of,  or  which  are  or 
shall  be  within  or  under  the  mew^  cognizance,  or  manage^ 
ment  of,  any  commissioners  of  sewers,  with  the  several  con- 
veniences and  appurtenances  thereunto  respectively  be- 
longing, and  also  all  and  singular  the  goods,  tools,  uten* 
sils,  materials,  and  things  whatsoever,  had  or  to  be  had, 
bought,  procured,  or  provided  by  or  by  the  order  of,  or 
which  are  or  shall  be  within  or  under  the  view,  cognifance, 
or  managemait  of,  such  commissioners,  shall  be  and  the 
same  are  hereby  vested  in  the  commissioners  of  sewers  irftU» 
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or  nnder  whose  yiew^  cognisance,  or  management  anch   Bxek.  ^  Pleats 

lands^    tenements^    hereditaments,    buildings,    erections, 

works,  goods,  tools,  utensils,  materials,  and  things  shall 

respectively  be,  who  are  hereby  empowered  to  bring  or 

cause  to  be  brought  any  action  or  actions,  or  to  prefer  or 

order  the  preferring  of  any  bill  or  bills  of  indictments 

against  any  persons  who  shall  dig  up,  break,  or  puU  down, 

damage,  destroy,  injure,  spoil,  steal,  take  or  carry  away,  or 

wilfully  and  wrongfully  buy  or  receive,  any  such  lands, 

tenements,  hereditaments,    buildings,    erections,    works, 

goods,  tools,  utensils,  materials,  and  things  whatsoever,  as 

aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  in  every  such  action 

and  indictment,  the  said  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments, 

buildings,  erections,  works,  goods,  tools,  utensils,  materials, 

and  things  shall  be  laid  or  described  to  be  the  property  of 

the  said  commissioners,  without  stating  or  specifying  the 

name  or  names  of  all  or  any  of  such  commissioners/' 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  effect  of  this 
enactment  was  to  transfer  to  the  commissioners  the  abso- 
late  property  in  the  lands  in  question,  as  having  been  under 
their  '^  view,  cognizance,  or  management/'  and  therefore 
that  the  defendant  was  a  trespasser.  On  the  other  hand  it 
was  insisted,  that  the  effect  of  the  clause  was  not  to  deprive 
the  Earl  of  Winterton  of  his  property  in  the  soil,  it  being 
contrary  to  the  spirit  of  every  act  of  Parliament  to  deprive 
an  individual  of  his  freehold  without  making  him  compensa- 
tion. The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  point,  and  the 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  de- 
fendant to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him. 

Biffffs  Andrews  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

ByUsj  Seijt.,  Cronipion,  and  G.  L.  Browne  shewed  cause, 
(Jan.  16). — ^A  principal  object  of  this  act  of  Parliament  was 
to  prevent  the  inconveniences  of  the  old  laws  relating  to 
sewers,  under  which  the  commissioners  were  unable  to 
maintain  trespass  for  injuries  to  the  lands  under  their 
management,  as  was  held  in  the  case  of  The  Duke  of  New- 
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Steh.  of  PUat,  Cattle  T.  Clarke  (a) ;  here^  therefore,  the  property  in  woA 

lands  is  vested  in  the  commissioners,  to  enable  them  to  bring 
actions.  The  freehold  may  be  in  one  man  for  one  purpose, 
and  in  another  man  for  another.  That  appears  firom  litt  s. 
688,  and  Blunden  t.  Bough  (6).  The  47th  sectioin  is  desr; 
it  gives  the  comnussioners  more  than  an  easement  in  the 
lands,  for  it  vests  in  them  all  snch  powers  aa  will  enaUe 
them  to  carry  into  effect  the  objects  of  the  act.  Whatothsr 
meaning  can  be  assigned  to  the  section,  except  that  it  vests 
the  freehold  in  the  commissioners?  Or,  adopting  another 
construction,  it  may  give  the  legal  estate  to  the  commit- 
sioners,  and  vest  the  equitable  interest  in  the  proprietor. 
In  either  case  the  plaintiff  is  equally  entitled  to  recover  in 
this  action. — Hollis  v.  Goldfinch  {c)  was  cited. 

Biggs  Andrews  and  Pabner,  contra. — ^The  act  of  8  ft  4 
Will.  4,  c.  22,  was  not  intended  to  deprive  individuals  of  the 
fee-simple  of  their  estates,  and  absolutely  to  convey  it  to  the 
commissioners  of  sewers.  It  would  require  the  veiy  clearest 
language  to  shew  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legisli- 
ture;  and  even  then,  compensation  would  surely  be  granted 
to  the  owners.  The  object  of  the  act  was  merely  to  prevent 
the  inconvenience  that  was  felt  in  the  case  of  7%e  Duke  qf 
Newcastle  v.  Clarke,  and  in  many  other  cases,  where;,  owing 
to  the  property  of  the  works  erected  by  the  commissionen 
of  sewers  not  being  vested  in  them,  no  action  for  any  in- 
jury to  the  works  could  be  maintained  by  them.  If  die 
plaintiff's  construction  is  to  be  adopted,  that  the  fee-simple 
of  all  the  property  over  which  the  commissioners  have  jn- 
risdiction  is  transferred  to  them,  the  consequences  will 
be  most  extensive,  and  such  as  never  could  have  been 
foreseen.  By  the  10th  section,  they  are  to  have  jurisdic- 
tion over  all  navigable  and  tidal  rivers,  so  that  the  fee- 
simple  in  the  soil  of  such  rivers  will  be  absolutely  vest- 
ed in  them.    The  proviso  at  the  end  of  this  section  limits 

(a)  8  Taunt.  602.   {h)  Cro.  Car.  302.    (e)  1  B.  &  C.  205 ;  3  D.  ft  R.  M 
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their  powers  in  a  manner  which  is  not  consistent  with  Exeh.  iff  pImu, 
their  heing  owners  of  the  soil.  Again^  the  1st  section  of 
the  act,  though  it  recites  that  doubts  have  existed  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  powers  of  the  commissioners^  makes  no  men- 
tion of  the  necessity  of  depriving  land-owners  of  their 
freehold.  The  only  object  of  the  47th  section  was  to  give 
the  commissioners  for  the  time  being  a  legal  property  in 
such  lands  as  they  had  purchased  or  otherwise  obtained 
the  possession  of.  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  verdict^ 
if  the  construction  of  the  act  be^  that,  without  being  en- 
titled to  the  freehold  in  the  land,  the  commissioners  have 
merely  the  power  of  bringing  actions  for  mjuries  done  to 
it^  since  it  is  not  averred  that  the  Earl  of  Winterton  has 
injured  the  bank.  There  is  no  ground  for  contending 
that  the  legal  estate  is  in  the  commissioners,  and  that  the 
ttsofiructuary  interest  alone  remains  in  the  Earl. — ^They 
cited  and  referred   to   Yeaw  v.  Holland  (a),    WilUams  v. 

Pritchard  (6),  Ward  v.  Scoti  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  Court  now  delivered  their  judgment. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^This  was  an  action  brought  by 
the  commissioners  of  sewers  against  the  defendant  for 
a  trespass ;  and  by  the  pleadings,  two  questions  were  raised: 
first,  whether  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  locus  in  quo  was 
in  the  Earl  of  Winterton ;  and,  secondly,  whether  it  was  the 
close  of  the  commissioners  of  sewers.  Both  those  issues  were 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
or  to  set  aside  that  verdict,  and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant;  and  the  argument  turned  on  the  question^ 
whether  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  locus  in  quo  was 
vested  in  Lord  Winterton  or  in  the  commissioners  of 
sewers.  That  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  sta- 
tute 8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  47,  on  which  it  is  contended, 
that,  by  the  words  of  that  statute,  the  soil  and  freehold 

(a)  2  W.  Bla.  717.         (6)  4  T.  R.  2.  (c)  3  Campb.  284. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  of  this  land  were  vested  in  the  commisiioiien  of  sewen, 
.  ^^*  ^  because  it  was  within  their  *'  view,  cogniianoe,  or  mar 
Stkacbt  nagement/'  The  place  in  question  was  a  bank,  oon- 
Nelson.  sisting  of  a  considerable  portion  of  waste  land,  which 
had  undoubtedly  been  the  property  of  Lc»d  Winteitaii 
and  which,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  was  in  ths 
possession  of  his  tenant,  the  defendant.  The  question  is, 
whether  this  statute  has  transfisrred  the  property  from  Lord 
Winterton  to  the  commissioners  of  sewers,  and  vested  it  in 
them.  The  clause  upon  which  the  question  arises  is  the 
47th  section,  and  it  is  in  these  words : — ''That  the  property 
of  and  in  all  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  bnildingi^ 
erections,  works,  and  other  things,  which  shall  have  been  or 
shall  hereafter  be  purchased,  obtained,  erected,  oonstrootod, 
and  made  by  or  by  the  order  of,  or  which  are  or  diall  be 
within  or  under  the  view,  cognizance,  or  management  of, 
any  commissioners  of  sewers,  with  the  several  eonvenieneei 
and  appurtenances  thereunto  respectively  bdonging,  and 
also  (I  omit  the  immaterial  words)  all  and  singular  ft&i 
the  goods,  &c.,  shall  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  vested  in 
the  commissioners  of  sewers  within  or  under  whose  view, 
cognizance,  or  management  such  lands,  tenements,  here- 
ditaments, buildings,  erections,  works,  goods,  tools,  uten- 
sils, materials,  and  things  shall  respectively  be.'^  Now  it 
is  contended,  that,  upon  the  grammatical  constmetumcf 
this  statute,  the  word  "which,**  after  the  word  ''or," — ^er 
which  are  or  shall  be  within  or  under  the  view,  cognisance,or 
management**  &c. — extends  to  all  the  antecedent  words,  in- 
cluding "  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,'^  as  well  si 
"  buildings,  erections,  works,  and  other  things  ;'*  and  if  that 
were  so,  and  we  were  bound  so  to  construe  it,  the  eonse- 
quence  would  be,  that  the  legislature  would  have  passed  sn 
act  to  deprive  a  great  number  of  persons  of  valuable  lands 
and  estates,  and  to  transfer  them  to  the  commissioners  of 
sewers,  without  any  compensation,  and  without  any  mani- 
fest or  obvious  reason  of  policy  for  so  doing.    Now  it  sp- 
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pears  to  ns  that  we  ought  not  to  put  upon  an  act  of  Par-  Bxek.  qf  puqm, 
liament  a  construction  which  is  attended  with  such  serious  - 

conseqnenoes^  unless  we  are  so  fettered  by  the  words  as  to      Straoby 
be  unable  to  extricate  ourselves;  for  we  cannot  suppose      Nblson. 
the  legislature  had  such  an  intention.    The  clause  is  very 
clumsily  drawn ;  but  if  we  can  find  a  construction  which 
satisfies  the  words^  without  that  reductio  ad  absurdum  which 
the  plainti£F  supposes^  I  think  we  are  bound  to  adopt  it.  It 
appears  to  me  that  this  may  be  done.    The  statute  was  in- 
tended to  provide  for  certain  cases  which  had  not  then  been 
provided  for.    The  commissioners  are  a  fluctuating  body ; 
and  having  no  corporate  property  existing,  and  no  regular 
gnceession  in  law  to  the  lands  they  might  purchase,  or  the 
buildings  they  might  have  erected,  for  the  purpose  of  their 
commission,  this  property,  as  soon  as  their  commission 
should  expire,  would  belong  to  nobody,  and  would  not  even 
belong  to  themselves  during  the  time,  so  as  to  entitle  them 
to  exercise  any  right  of  action  in  respect  of  it.    The  object 
of  this  statute  then  was  to  remedy  that  inconvenience,  and 
to  enable  the  commissioners  for  the  time  being  to  exercise 
snch  control  and  proprietary  right  over  such  of  the  lands 
as  they  might  purchase  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the 
act;  and  also  to  give  them  a  property  in  such  works,  erec- 
tions, and  buildings,  and  other  things  over  which  they  had 
exercised  a  control  before,  or  over  which  they  might  there- 
after be  entitled  to  exercise  a  control.    That  is  the  mani- 
fest policy  and  object  of  this  provision ;  and  I  think  that 
effect  may  be  produced  by  construing  the  words  in  this 
way, — ^by  making  the  relative  word  "  which,"  that  follows 
the  word  ''or/'  not  to  refer  of  necessity  to  all  the  antece- 
dent substantives,  but  to  such  parts  only  as,  in  the  gram- 
matical construction,  it  might  refer  to  if  the  words  were 
slightly  transposed.  Now,  then,  suppose  we  read  it  thus — 
''that  the  property  of  and  in  all  lands,  tenements,  and 

which  shall  have  been  or  which  shall  here* 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  after  be  purchased  or  obtained^  and  in  all  buildings,  erec-^ 
.  ^^^'  ^  tionsj  works,  and  things  which  shall  have  been  erected^ 
Stracby  constructed,  and  made  by  or  bj  the  order  of  the  conv, 
NsiioN.  missioners,  or  which  shall  be''  &c.  This  reading  woulcf 
make  the  word  *^  which''  relate  only  to  the  last  antece- 
dent, viz.  '*  all  buildings,  erections,  and  works;"  and  m 
that  there  is  no  violation  of  the  strict  grammatical  con- 
struction : — "  all  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
which  shall  have  been  or  which  shall  be  hereafter  pur- 
chased,— and  all  erections,  works,  and  buildings,  which  sM 
have  been  made,  or  which  shall  be  within  or  under  the 
view,  cognizance,  or  management  of  the  commissioners^^ 
shall  be  vested  in  them  hereafter."  The  words  '^  which 
shall  be  under  the  view,  cognizance,  or  management  of 
the  commissioners"  are  important,  so  that  the  disjunctife 
''  or"  is  introduced,  for  this  purpose :  there  might  haie 
been  buildings,  erections,  and  works  made  so  long  ago 
that  nobody  could  prove  that  they  were  made  by  the  com- 
missioners;— a  mill,  for  example,  for  draining  lands  of 
water  and  turning  it  into  sluices,  might  have  been  erected 
so  long  ago,  that,  though  used  for  fifty  years  by  the  com* 
missioners,  from  time  to  time,  yet  there  could  be  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  it  was  made  or  erected  by  ihem. 
Therefore  those  words  are  very  important, — '*  which  shall 
be  under  their  view,  cognizance,  or  management," — giving 
them  the  right,  though  they  cannot  prove  that  it  was  erect* 
ed  and  made  by  their  order.  This  section,  therefore,  un- 
braces every  species  and  description  of  buildings,  erectioDf 
or  machinery  whatever  that  the  commissioners  could  mak^ 
or  could  obtain  to  apply  to  the  use  of  their  commiasi(Hi; 
and  it  vests  the  property  of  that  in  them  for  the  tifflO 
being.  This  way  of  transposing  the  words  of  the  sectioHf 
reddendo  singula  singulis,  implies,  that,  after  the  woidi 
'^  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,"  shall  be  interposed 
the  words  "  which  shall  have  been,  or  which  shall  here- 


J 
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after  be,  purchased/'  That  finiahea  that  part  of  the  sen-  Bxeh.  ^PUat, 
tence.  Then  the  next  clause  of  it  is,  "  and  in  all  buildings,  ^  ^*  ^ 
erections,  works,  and  other  things  which  shall  have  been  St»ac«y 
constructed  and  made  by  or  by  the  order  of  the  commis-  Nxlson. 
sioners,''  &c.  Neither  the  word  ''  constructed"  nor  "made'' 
can  apply  to  land,  but  only  to  the  buildings,  works,  &c. ; 
and  therefore,  if  we  apply  the  words  which  follow  to  the 
last  antecedent,  to  which  they  naturally  belong,  the  word 
''  purchased"  must  apply  to  ''  lands,  tenements,  and  here- 
ditaments," and  the  words  "  constructed  and  made  by  or  by 
the  order  of"  &c.  must  apply  to  the  "  erections,  buildings, 
and  works."  On  the  other  hand,  if  you  read  it  as  meaning 
''all  which  toufo,"  &;c.,  then  the  plaintiff  has  a  clear  right  to 
succeed.  It  appears  to  me,  however,  that,  upon  the  con- 
struction I  have  pointed  out,  which  is  the  only  one  that  gives 
a  reasonable  meaning  to  all  the  words  of  the  act,  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled,  and  I  think  he  is  entitled  in  justice  also, 
to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him.  My  Brother  Parke,  I 
understand,  places  another  construction  upon  the  act.  At 
the  outset  of  the  case,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  sensible 
of  the  absurdity  of  contending  that  the  act  was  meant  to 
work  injustice,  sought  to  put  a  construction  upon  it  alto- 
gether new.  They  said  the  laud  was  vested  in  the  commis- 
sioners as  trustees;  but  for  what  purpose?  For  some  peculiar 
estate  created,  wholly  unknown  to  the  law  in  any  other  re- 
spect. We  do  not  find  that  the  statute  warrants  that  con- 
struction ;  and  we  must  take  the  words  either  to  mean  that 
the  commissioners  are  to  have  the  property  absolutely  in  the 
lands  and  tenements,  or  they  are  to  have  it  only  in  such 
lands  and  tenements  as  were  before  purchased,  or  might 
thereafter  be  purchased  by  them;  and  if  so,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  the  verdict. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  with  my  Lord  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  the  verdict.  In  order  to  avoid  the  inconvenience 
and  injustice  which  would  arise  from  a  strict  grammatical 
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Bjceh.  rfPieai,  construction  of  the  47th  section^  (which^  as  my  Lord  has 
observed;  would  take  the  fee-simple  of  lands,  buildings, 
and  workS;  under  the  survey  of  the  commissioners  of 
sewers,  whether  purchased,  created,  or  made  by  them  or 
not,  out  of  the  real  owners,  and  vest  them  in  the  commis- 
sioners, without  any  compensation  paid),  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  clause  may  be  construed  to  extend  to  such  landi 
only  as  have  been  bought  or  acquired,  and  such  works  to. 
as  have  been  made  by  9ome  commissioners.  Before  the  act 
the  commissioners  were  not  a  corporation,  and  could  not 
hold  lands  which  they  bought, — ^nor  had  they  the  propertf 
in  such  buildings  as  they  constructed,  or  such  works  as  thej 
made.  The  act  gives  them  a  power  to  buy  lands,  and  the 
clause  seems  to  me  to  enable  them  to  hold  them — ^not  the 
conmiissioners  only  who  buy,  but  such  lands  as  are  bought 
under  one  commission  may  be  held  by  mbsequent  commii- 
sioners  under  whose  survey  the  lands  are,  so  that  the  com- 
missioners for  the  time  being  are  to  have  the  lands  in  the 
nature  of  a  corporation. 

In  order  to  e£Pect  this,  the  clause  may  be  read  thus: 
''  The  property  in  all  lands  which  have  been  or  shaU  be  pius 
chased  or  obtained,  and  in  all  buildings  and  works  con- 
structed or  made  by  or  by  the  order  of  any  commissioDas 
of  sewers,  or  which  (having  been  so  purchased,  obtained, 
constructed,  or  made)  shall  be  under  the  view,  cognizance, 
or  management  of  any  commissioners  of  sewers,  and  all  and 
singular  goods,  &c.,  shall  be  vested  in  the  commiwionezi 
of  sewers /or  tJie  time  being ,  under  whose  view,  cognisanoe^ 
or  management  the  same  shall  be  respectively.'' 

This  mode  of  reading  does  very  little  violence  to  the 
language,  and  makes  the  whole  clause  perfectly  just  and 
reasonable,  which,  read  according  to  its  strict  grammatical 
construction,  would  be  most  unreasonable  and  unjust. 

ALDEasoN,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  abidate. 


•f 
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Smethubst  v.  Taylor  and  Another. 

SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered^  for  interest^ 
1  on  an  account  stated.  Flea^  non  assnmpserunt.  The 
rticulars  of  demand^  delivered  with  the  declaration^ 
re  as  follows : — 

kfessrs.  John  Taylor  and  William  Potter, 

To  Richard  Smethurst,  Drs. 


11. 

or.  29.  To  535  pieces  of  shirting,  at  I2s. 


80. 
81. 


r.    1. 


2. 


>f 


n 


99 


93 


99 


99 


99 


99 


465 
1200 

838 
1120 

142 

120 

60 

2020 


99 


99 


93 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


99 


at  12«. 

at  lis. 
at  128. 6d. 
at  128. 
at  128. 6d. 
at  128. 
atl2«. 


£    8.  d. 

321     0  0 

279    0  0 

720    0  0 

028  15  0 

672    0  0 

88  15  0 

72    0  0 

36    0  0 


at  128.  6tf.  1262  10    0 


6500  pieces 


3975    0    0 


r. 


W,  Apr.  By  bill  of  exchange  £1000    0    0 
By  ditto         .         .       500    0    0 


1500    0    0 


£2475    0    0 
ly  8.  To  money  due  on  an  account  stated   £2475    0    0 
To  interest  on  the  same  amount 
from  the  2nd  May,  1841,  till 
payment  thereof  respectively   . 

it  the  trial  before  Cre88well,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  at 
^erpool^  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  manufitc- 
er  of  cotton  goods,  carrying  on  business  at  Chorley,  in 
roL  zii.  o  o  M.  w. 


Jan,  26. 

Where  a  plain- 
tiff, in  his  par* 
ticnian  of  de- 
mand, admiti 
a  payment  ge- 
nerally,— as 
thus,  *'  Cr.  by 
bills,  ^1500'' 
— this  is  to  be 
taken  as  a  pay- 
ment admitted 
to  have  been 
made  to  the 
plaintiff  ^M« 
drfendant. 

Where  the 
plaintiff, 
through  his 
agent,  con- 
tracted with 
K.  for  the  sale 
of  goods,  and 
the  question 
was,  whether 
they  were  sold 
on  the  credit  of 
K.  or  of  the 
defendants, 
(whose  agent 
k.  was  for  the 
pnrchase  of 
snch  goods)  :^- 
Htld,  that  a 
letter  of  in- 
stnictions  from 
the  plaintiff  to 
his  agent  on  the 
subject  of  the 
sale,  not  com- 
municated to 
K.  or  to  the 
defendants,  was 
not  admissible 
in  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff. 
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Bxeh,  ^fPUt,  Lancashire^  and  the  defendants  were  merchants  at  LiTe^ 


1844. 


pool,  extensively  engaged  in  the  consignment  of  goods  to 
Smethurst  India  and  China.  The  defendants  had,  from  the  year  183^ 
Taylor.  employed  a  firm  of  Knight  &  Co.,  in  Manchester,  con* 
sisting  of  a  father  and  son  of  that  name,  as  commissian 
agents,  to  bny  goods  for  them  in  the  Manchester  market^ 
receiving  a  commission  thereon  of  one-and-a-half  per  cent 
In  January,  1841,  the  defendants  gave  an  order  to  Eniglt 
&  Co.  to  purchase  for  them  10,000  pieces  of  a  descrip- 
tion of  goods  called  shirting,  to  be  sent  out  to  the  oriental 
markets.  The  plaintiff,  who  kept  a  warehouse  at  Man- 
chester for  the  sale  of  the  goods  which  he  manufactured  at 
Chorley,  had  also  an  agent  there  of  the  name  of  PiDdng- 
ton.  In  February,  1841,  Pilkington  went  to  Knight's,  and 
asked  one  of  the  partners  if  they  were  in  the  market  for 
Taylor,  Potter,  &  Co.,  (the  defendants).  Knight  said,  that 
at  that  time  they  were  not ;  and,  after  some  conversatioa 
had  passed  with  respect  to  the  giving  of  credit  to  TayloTi 
Potter,  &  Co.,  Pilkington  said,  that  if  it  would  be  anj 
convenience  to  them,  the  plaintiff  would  take  payment  bj 
bill  at  six  months.  Knight  said,  that  Messrs.  Taylor,  Pot- 
ter, &  Co.  did  not  require  any  indulgence  of  that  sort;  and 
the  interview  ended  by  Knight's  telling  Pilkington  that  he 
would  communicate  with  him  when  they  were  in  the  mar- 
ket for  Taylor,  Potter,  &  Co.  On  Saturday,  the  27th 
March,  a  message  was  sent  by  Knight  &  Co.  to  Pilking- 
ton, to  say  that  they  were  then  in  the  market  for  Tayl 
Potter,  &  Co.,  their  goods  being  shirting,  and  desired 
if  he  wished  to  make  a  sale,  to  send  over  patterns  to 
place  of  business,  for  that  one  of  them  was  going  to  Li 
pool  that  afternoon,  and  would  take  the  patterns  with  hioif 
and  give  a  definite  answer  on  the  Monday.  Accordingly 
Pilkington  sent  to  them  five  pieces  of  each  of  two  qnalitiei 
of  shirting;  and  on  the  following  Monday  Knight aeot 
again  to  Pilkington,  informing  him  that  he  had  been  to 
Liverpool,  that  the  goods  were  approved  of,  and  ofleieili 
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rice  less  by  6d.  per  piece  than  had  been  proposed  by  Bsek.  (/ Pleat, 


IQAA 

ilkington,  viz.  \2€.  and  12«.  6^.^  instead  of  129.  6d.  and  '  ^ 

i#.  respectively.  Pilkington  stated^  that  he  had  no  author-  Smbthuest 
y  to  make  the  sale  on  those  terms,  but  that  the  plaintiff  Tatlor. 
us  himself  in  Manchester,  that  he  would  go  and  see  him, 
id  let  them  (Knight  &  Co.)  know  the  result.  He  went 
ray  accordingly ;  it  did  not  appear  that  any  further  com- 
unication  took  place  on  that  day  between  Pilkington  and 
mght  &  Co.,  but  a  small  parcel  of  the  goods  was  deli- 
tred  in  the  course  of  the  day.  On  Tuesday,  the  28th, 
\e  plaintiff  sent  over  his  son  to  Manchester,  and  he,  to- 
other with  Pilkington,  went  to  Knight  &  Co.'s  office,  and 
M  one  of  the  Messrs.  Knight,  and  told  him  he  was  sent 
f  his  father  to  know  whether  the  goods  were  all  for  Tay- 
T,  Potter,  &  Co.  Knight  replied,  that  they  were ;  that 
ley  were  to  go  to  China  by  a  vessel  called  the ''  John 
ibby,'^  which  was  lying  at  Liverpool,  and  was  to  sail  on 
ne  6th  of  April ;  that  there  was  very  little  time  for  getting 
he  goods  ready  for  shipment,  and  that,  if  he  (Smethurst) 
rould  go  and  look  at  Miers*  Shipping  Gazette,  which  is 
>T]bli8hed  in  Liverpool,  he  would  find  that  the  ship  was 
idvertized  for  sailing  by  Messrs.  Taylor,  Potter,  &  Co.,  and 
be  goods  were  to  be  sent  by  them  by  that  ship.  It  was 
&en  agreed  between  them  that  the  terms  of  payment  should 
^  those  usual  at  Manchester,  viz.  one-half  at  fourteen 
^y%,  less  one  and  a  quarter  discount,  and  the  residue  in  a 
tanth;  the  buyers  to  be  at  liberty  to  pay  the  whole  at  the 
^d  of  a  fortnight,  receiving  a  further  allowance  accord- 
^gly.  Smethurst  then  said,  ^'  Of  course  the  invoice  is  to 
b  made  out  in  Messrs.  Taylor,  Potter,  &  Co.'s  name,''  to 
liich  Knight  answered, "  No ;  the  invoices  are  never  made 
lit  to  them  except  the  payment  is  to  be  by  a  six  months' 
ill  given  in  a  month;  in  all  other  cases  the  course  of 
usiness  is  to  make  out  the  invoices  to  us.''  After  this 
iterview,  Smethurst  went  to  the  Exchequer  Booms,  and 
iw  the  advertisement  relating  to  the  sailing  of  the  ship, 

o  o2 
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Bjpch,  o/PUoi,  which  was  as  Knight  had  stated,  and  thereupon  retnmea 
^  home  to  Chorley;  and  by  that  night's  post  the  plaioiiof 
Smkthurst  wrote  a  letter  to  Filkington,  which  was  received  by  him  <m 
Tatlor.  the  following  day,  Wednesday,  the  81st  of  March,  stating 
that,  as  Mr.  Knight  had  declared  the  goods  all  to  be  fer 
Messrs.  Taylor,  Potter,  &  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  he  (the  plaintif) 
had  concluded  to  deliver  them ;  cash  payment  as  agreed 
upon,  or  the  whole  in  fourteen  days,  if  it  were  reqaired; 
and  that  by  Monday  evening  they  would  be  sent, 
letter,  on  being  tendered  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff, 
objected  to  by  the  defendants'  counsel  as  inadmissible. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  contended  that  it  was  admissible 
to  shew  the  instructions  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  Pilking^ 
ton,  and  the  authority  under  which  he  acted.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  rejected  it.  The  remainder  of  the  goodi^ 
to  the  amount  stated  in  the  particulars,  were  delivered 
to  Knight  &  Co.  between  the  30th  of  March  and  the  2di 
of  April,  and  on  the  latter  day  Filkington  delivered  to 
Knight  &  Co.  the  following  invoice : — 

"  Messrs.  Samuel  Knight  &  Co., 

Manchester,  April  2nd,  1841. 
Bought  of  Richard  Smethurst, 

£  t.i 
8000  ps.  40-in.  stout  shirtings,  87^  yds.  12s.  6d.  1875  0  0 
2000  „  40.in.        ditto  „  12*.         1200  0  0 

1500  „  40-in.        ditto  „  12*.  900  0  0 

£3975  00 

Terms,  ^  amount  1^  p'  cash  in  14  days, 

i     ditto    1^  „      „  1  month." 

The  first  payment,  according  to  this  invoice,  became  ta 
on  the  16th  of  April,  and  on  that  day  Filkington  i^piiei 
to  Knight  &  Co.  for  payment.  After  several  applicstk»% 
he  received  from  them  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  AOO 
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nd  the  other  for  £1000,  both  drawn  by  Knight  &  Co.  on  9*ck.  qfPUoi, 
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if  essrs.  Acraman  &  Co.,  of  Bristol,     In  the  beginning  of 

liay.  Knight  &  Co.  stopped  payment,  and  the  plaintiff    Smbthumt 

hereupon  applied  to  the  defendants  for  payment  for  the      Tatlor. 

^ooda,  which  the  defendants  refused,  alleging  that  his  con- 

nct  was  made  with  Knight  &  Co.    It  was  proved  on  the 

lart  of  the  plaintiff,  that,  of  the  6500  pieces  for  which  this 

ction  was  brought,  2000  came  to  the  possession  of  the  de- 

Biidaiits,  and  that  the  other  4500  came  to  the  hands  of 

iucraman  &  Co. 

-The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  to  the  jury, 
hat  it  was  clear  that  Knight  &  Co.  had  a  special  authority 
rom  the  defendants,  under  their  order  of  January  1841, 
o  purchase  for  them  10,000  pieces  of  this  description  of 
pods,  and  that  the  6500  pieces  supplied  by  the  plaintiff 
rere  purchased  by  them  for  the  defendants;  that,  sup- 
KMing  the  defendants  to  be  liable  in  this  action  to  the  ex- 
ent  only  of  the  2000  pieces  which  actually  came  to  their 
lands,  the  price  of  them  was  covered  by  the  payment  of 
£1500,  for  which  credit  was  given  in  the  particulars  of  de- 
mand, and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  so  to  apply  that 
payment.  And  he  left  to  the  jury  two  questions :  first, 
whether  the  plaintiff  intended,  in  the  sale  of  the  goods,  to 
pve  credit  to  Knight  &  Co.,  or  to  the  defendants ;  and,  se- 
condly, if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  give  credit  to  the  defendants,  whether  Knight  &  Co. 
I^sd  authority  from  the*  defendants  to  enter  on  their  behalf 
^to  the  contract  for  these  particular  goods,  on  the  terms 
stained  in  the  invoice.  The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
^  defendants. 

In  Michaelmas  Term  last,  Martin  obtained  a  rule  to 
^W  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
^^  trial  had,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  letter  of  the 
■^intiff  to  Pilkington  ought  to  have  been  received  in  evi- 
^^^U!e,  as  bearing  upon  the  first  question  left  to  the  jury — 
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Sjfek.t^pieoM,  to  whom  did  the  plaintiff  intend  to  give  credit?  and^ie- 

.   ^  •   ^     condiv^  that  the  learned  Judge  had  misconstmed  the  effect 

Smkthuest    of  the  particnlarSy  as  importing  an  admisnon  that  ti» 

T4TLOR.      dE1500  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defetuUmi9;  and  tint 

he  ought  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  it  wait 

payment  made  by  the  defendants  or  by  their  auihoritj. 

Knowles  (with  whom  were  Cranston  and  Aiheriom)  not 
shewed  cause  against  this  rule. — First,  the  letter  ie)eetod 
was  clearly  not  admissible  in  evidence.  It  was  a  letter 
from  the  plaintiff  to  his  own  agent,  never  communictted 
to  the  defendants :  a  mere  declaration  to  his  own  semnt, 
kept  secret  by  him.  Such  a  letter  is  no  more  evidenee 
than  the  plaintiff  could  be  a  witness  in  his  own  cause.  It 
is  said  on  the  other  side,  that  the  case  was  left  to  the  jvy 
as  a  question  of  intention,  and  that  this  letter  would  hsfs 
afforded  evidence  of  what  the  plaintiff's  intention  was  in 
making  the  contract.  But  whether  a  particular  docnmeat 
be  evidence  or  not,  must  be  judged  of  at  the  time  when  it 
is  tendered,  and  cannot  depend  on  matter  which  arisei  st 
a  subsequent  stage  of  the  trial.  The  true  questioui  hov- 
ever,  is,  not  what  the  plaintiff  intended,  but  what  was  the 
contract  which  was  made  for  him  by  his  agent,  and  wUch 
he  has  affirmed  with  all  its  incidents.  But  even  if  it  be  a 
question  of  intention,  that  does  not  make  his  own  mere 
declaratioui  not  communicated  to  the  other  party,  evidence 
in  his  favour.  [Parke,  B. — ^There  is  no  contract  here,  ex- 
cept that  made  by  Pilkington  as  the  plaintiff's  ageo^ 
which,  upon  the  evidence,  is  clearly  a  contract  with  Knight 
&  Co.  Then  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  alter  that  by  shewing 
his  secret  instructions  to  his  agent :  they  certainly  are  not 
evidence  for  such  a  purpose.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
case,  except  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  form  of  the  jMtf*-  j 
ticulars.] 

With  respect  to  that  point,  the  answer  is  twofold,    lo 
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the  first  place,  the  question  does  not  arise.    The  question  Bxch,  qf  Pleat, 
for  the  jury  was,  whether  t?ie  whole  of  the  goods  which  *  ^ 


were  the  subject-matter  of  this  contract  were  sold  by  the  Smbtburst 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  or  to  Enigbt  &  Co.  Now  the  Tatlob. 
jury  have  found  either  that  they  were  not  sold  to  the  de- 
fendants, or  that  Knight  &  Co.  were  not  their  agents  to 
bind  them  in  making  the  contract.  Either  way  the  find- 
ing puts  an  end  to  this  question ;  for,  in  either  view  of  tbe 
case,  the  defendants  are  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  al- 
though some  of  the  goods  have  come  to  their  hands. 
[Aldersan,  B. — ^There  is  a  third  case — that  the  defendants 
liad  authorized  Knight  &  Co.  to  deal  for  2000  pieces, 
irhich  are  covered  by  the  dE1500  admitted.]  On  this  re- 
cord and  these  particulars,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  prove 
more  goods  sold  by  him  to  the  defendants  than  are  covered 
by  the  sum  credited.  [Alderson,  B. — It  is  in  effect  the 
same  as  if  the  defendants  had  pleaded  payment  of  dE1500, 
mnd  there  had  been  admission  of  that  payment  on  the  re- 
cord.] The  plaintiff  has  therefore  no  right  to  apply  the 
payment  to  that  portion  of  the  goods  which  came  to  the 
hands  of  third  persons.  There  was  nothing  in  the  evi- 
dence to  shew  a  liability  in  the  defendants  for  2000  pieces 
only;  it  was  one  entire  contract;  and  the  defendants  might 
have  pleaded  the  payment  of  the  £1500,  made  by  their 
agent  on  account  of  that  contract,  in  discharge  of  so  much 
of  the  demand,  and  upon  this  evidence  must  have  suc- 
ceeded on  that  plea.  [Parke,  B.— Supposing  Knight  & 
Co.  were  the  agents  of  the  defendants  as  to  2000  pieces 
only,  then,  in  order  to  support  the  plea  of  payment,  they 
must  have  proved  that  Knight  &  Co.  gave  the  bills  in  re- 
spect of  those  2000  pieces.]  But  for  that  view  of  the  case 
there  was  no  pretence  upon  the  evidence. — He  was  then 
•topped  by  the  Court,  who  called  upon 

Martin,  contrk. — Suppose  this  case  to  have  arisen  before 


552  CASKS   IN   THE   CXCHBQ0XB, 

Bxeh.  o/PUat,  the  new  rale :  the  particalars  would  then  have  been  re- 

1  Ri4 

*  ^     ferred  to  by  the  defendants,  which  they  would  hmvc  nid 
SiiBTHUAOT    amounted  to  an  admission  that  the  plaintiff  bad  reoeiTed 
Tatlor.      "  £1500  by  bills/'  in  part  payment  of  his  demand;  to  whid 
the  plaintiff's  answer  would  have  been,  "  Yes ;  but  I  make 
that  admission  with  reference  to  the  entire  sum  stated  in 
the  account,  and  the  £1500  was  not  paid  me  by  you,  the 
defendants,  but  by  Acraman  &  Co/'    The  reasonable  con- 
struction is,  that  the  plaintiff  gives  credit  against  his  entire 
demand,  not  against  any  particular  portion  of  it.  A  plead 
payment  necessarily  means  a  payment  by  the  debtor  to  tbe 
creditor,  on  account  of  the  debt  in  dispute,  {^jllderstm,  B.— 
You  are  seeking  to  contradict  the  particulars,  and  shew  that 
it  was  a  payment,  not  by  the  defendants,  but  by  Acraman  t 
Co.]    No;  only  to  shew  that  it  was  applicable  to  the  whole 
demand,  including  that  part  of  it  which  went  to  Acramin 
&  Co.   The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  shew  that  it  was  moofff 
for  which  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  credit.    The 
particular  means  only  that  the  plaintiff  gives  credit  for  lo 
much  on  account  of  the  entire  demand.    [Parke,  B. — ^The 
whole  question  is,  whether,  on  the  rule  of  T.  T.,  1  Vict,  die 
plaintiff  is  not  to  be  taken  as  admitting  this  as  a  payment 
made  to  him  by  the  drfendants."]    The  rule  was  made  only 
to  prevent  the  necessity  of  pleading  payment  where  it  wis 
directly  admitted  in  the  particulars ;  but  that  does  not  en- 
able a  defendant  to  take  advantage  of  a  payment  which  he 
never  could  have  made.     [Parke,  B. — That  assumes  that 
this  payment  was  not  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ants, which  is  left  in  obscurity.    Is  it  not  to  be  taken,  on 
the  construction  of  this  rule,  that  you  admit  a  payment  bf 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff?     The  first  question  is,  «n 
you  explain  that  admission  ?    The  next  is,  have  yon  done 
so?]     Surely  the  plaintiff  may  explain  it.    All  that  it  ad- 
mits is,  that,  on  account  of  the  entire  demand  stated  in 
the  particulars,  the  plaintiff  has  received  iBlSOO.    [The 
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Court  expressing  themselTes  against  him  on  this  point,  Bxeh.qf  Pleat, 
Martin  then  asked  for  liberty  to  amend  the  particulars,  ^  '   > 

which  the  Court  refused,  saying  that  all  the  merits  were    Smethurst 
in  favour  of  the  defendants.]  Taylor. 

Secondly,  the  letter  of  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  been 
received.  Pilkington  was  not  a  general  agent,  but  a  mere 
derk  or  servant,  acting  throughout  upon  specific  instruc- 
tions ;  and  this  letter  of  instructions  to  him  is  part  of  the 
transaction.  The  whole  question  was,  whether  he  had 
Uthority  in  the  particular  case;  and  how  can  that  be 
ascertained,  except  from  the  instructions  communicated  to 
him? 

Xiord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
^ter  was  not  evidence,  and  that  it  would  have  been  very 
^l^xoper  to  receive  it.  It  is  true  that  Pilkington  may  have 
le  a  contract  which  he  was  not  authorized  by  the  plain- 
^0  make ;  but  that  does  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  say 
he  made  some  other  contract,  and  that  some  other 
m  is  liable,  with  whom  in  fact  the  contract  was  not 
le.  His  secret  instructions,  therefore,  have  no  bearing 
»n  the  real  issue  in  the  case,  and  are  no  evidence  for 


^8  to  the  other  point,  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  if  a 
^aintiff,  in  his  particulars,  admits  the  payment  of  a  cer- 
^n  sum,  he  may  explain  it  by  shewing  that  it  was  appli- 
f^ble  to  an  item  which  otherwise  he  could  not  recover. 
But  it  is  equally  clear,  that  the  plaintiff,  by  such  an  ad- 
mission in  his  particulars,  makes  it  unnecessary  for  the 
defendant  to  prove  any  payment  which  is  so  admitted; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover  a  verdict,  must 
prove  something  beyond  the  amount  admitted;  and  I 
do  not  see  that  the  new  rule  makes  any  difference,  ex- 
cept that  it  also  renders  a  plea  of  payment  unnecessary  in 
such  a  case.  The  plaintiff  admits  payment  of  a  certain 
sum,  and  goes  for  the  residue  of  his  demand :  then  he  must 
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Brck.  of  Phot,  shew  some  residue — ^some  demand  beyond  the  sum  admit- 
^  ^'  ^  ted.  That  is  the  whole  effect  of  the  rule,  and  that  wii 
SMBTHumsT    satisfied  in  the  present  case. 

V, 


Taylor. 


PabkEi  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  respect  to 
the  first  point,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  letter,  I  think 
the  learned  Jadge  was  perfectly  right  in  ezdading  it  Tbt 
plaintiff  had  no  claim  upon  the  defendants,  except  throogli 
the  contract  made  by  Pilkington ;  by  bringing  the  action 
against  them,  he  adopts  Piikington's  act,  and  he  cannot  re- 
cover unless  Pilkington  made  a  contract  with  them.  The 
question  therefore  is,  what  Pilkington  didy  and  the  plain- 
tiff's secret  instructions  to  him  are  wholly  immaterial.  The 
learned  Judge  left  the  case  properly  to  the  jory,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  was  a  clear  case  in  fiaTOur  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

As  to  the  other  question,  which  arises  upon  the  particu- 
lars, and  the  observation  made  by  the  learned  Judge  upon 
them,  that  supposing,  to  the  extent  of  2000  pieces,  the 
contract  were  made  with  Knight  &  Co.  for  the  defendants, 
the  dEl  500  admitted  to  have  been  paid  would  cover  that  ptrt 
of  the  demand, — it  seems  to  me  very  doubtful,  whether, 
even  if  Mr.  Martinis  explanation  of  the  nature  of  the  ptv- 
meut  had  been  made  at  the  trial,  it  could  have  had  snj 
effect.     But  prim&  facie,  at  least,  the  particulars  import 
payment  by  the  defendant  to  the  amount  of  d£1500.    Mr. 
Martin  now  says  that  payment  was  not  made  by  the  de- 
fendant, but  by  somebody  else ;  but  I  think  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  say  so.    The  prim&  facie  effect  of  the  particolizs 
is  such  as  I  have  stated,  and  it  has  never  been  satis&c- 
torily  explained  by  evidence.     According  to  the  case  ci 
Price  V.  Rees  (a),  where  the  plaintifiT  admits  m  hi$  dedanr 
turn  a  payment  on  account  of  his  whole  original  demaod, 
and  goes  for  a  balance,  on  nunquam  indebitatus  plesded, 

{a)  11  M.  &  W.  576. 


HILARY    TEBM^    7  VICT.  655 

he  is  bound,  in  order  to  recover,  to  prove  a  debt  exceeding  Bseh.  o/PUtu, 
the  amount  admitted  ;  because  the  matter  put  iu  issue  is  ^ 

the  existence  of  any  balance^  after  deducting  the  sum  for    Smbthurst 
which  credit  is  given.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  same  pnn-      Taylor. 
ciple  applies  to  an  admission  of  payment  in  the  particu- 
lars delivered.    I  think,  therefore,  that  that  admission 
could  not  be  explained ;  at  all  events,  it  bas  not  been. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  particu- 
lars are  furnished  as  explanatory  of  the  generality  of  the 
declaration.  Then  suppose  this  payment  to  have  been 
stated  in  the  declaration,  as  it  was  in  Price  v.  Rees;  accord- 
ing to  the  decision  in  that  case,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  re- 
cover, must  have  proved  a  demand  beyond  the  amount  of 
the  payment.  Here  the  declaration  is  general;  but  adding 
to  it  the  particulars,  it  becomes  the  same  case  as  that  of 
Price  V.  Reea;  the  £1500  admitted  in  these  particulars  is 
the  89/.  2s.  admitted  in  that  case  in  the  declaration :  the 
two  cases  are  undistinguishable  in  principle.  Suppose 
the  £1500  to  have  been  really  paid  by  the  defendants; 
are  they  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  plead  that  payment  ?  Yet, 
according  to  Mr.  Martinis  argument,  the  payment  may 
be  explained  by  the  plaintiff,  without  giving  the  defend- 
ants the  opportunity  of  raising  the  question  by  pleading 
it,  at  the  expense  of  the  party  who  is  ia  the  wrong.  With 
respect  to  the  general  merits  of  the  case,  it  seems  to  me 
that  they  are  altogether  iu  favour  of  the  defendants :  the 
matter  was  left  fairly  to  the  jury,  and  I  think  that  no 
amendment  ought  to  be  allowed. 

Gurnet,  B. — ^I  concur  on  both  points.  With  respect  to 
the  letter,  it  was  clearly  inadmissible.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  a  private  letter  to  an  agent  or  clerk  from  his  princi- 
pal is  evidence  to  shew  what  contract  he  had  previously 
made.  As  to  the  other  point,  the  whole  of  Mr.  Martin's 
argument  proceeds  upon  the  fallacy  of  forgetting  who  are 
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Bxeh.  o/pieni,  the  parties  to  this  record.     It  is  in  a  matter  between  tlie 

plaintiff  and  defendants  onlv^  that  the  plaintiff  has  gi?en 
this  distinct  admission  of  a  payment.  That  can  only  im- 
port a  payment  by  the  defendants^  the  parties  against 
whom  he  makes  his  claim. 

Bnle  discharged. 


Smetburst 

V, 

Taylor. 


Jan.  27. 

The  Court 
granted  a  mle 
Difli  for  judg- 
ment agkinst 
the  casual 
ejector,  where 
the  declaration 
was  intitled  in 
December,  as 
of  Michaelmas 
Term  in  the 
eighth  (instead 
of  ievenih)  year 
of  the  reign  of 
the  Queen,  and 
the  notice  was 
without  date,  to 
appear  in  next 
Hilary  Term. 


Doe  d,  SAUNnsRs  v.  Roe. 

IhIS  was  a  motion  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector^  under  the  following  circumstances : — ^The  decla- 
ration was  intitled  the  29th  day  of  December,  as  of  Mi- 
chaelmas Term,  8  Vict.,  (instead  of  7  Vict.),  and  the  notice, 
which  was  not  dated,  was  to  appear  in  next  Hilary  Tenn, 
which,  of  course,  would  literally  mean  a.d.  1845. 

Fortescue  moved  on  an  affidavit  that,  before  Hilary  Term, 
the  declaration  was  served  upon  the  tenant  in  possession; 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  service,  it  was  explained  to 
him,  and  he  thoroughly  understood,  that  he  was  to  appear 
in  the  present  Hilary  Term. — He  observed,  that  although 
undoubtedly,  of  late  years,  a  true  date  to  either  the  decla- 
ration or  the  notice  had  been  required  by  the  practice  of 
all  the  courts,  yet  such  strictness  was  of  but  compara- 
tively modern   introduction;  no  case    appearing  in  the 
books  in  which  a  judgment  against  a  casual  ejector  wsi 
refused  on  account  of  a  want  of  such  date,  until  the  case 
o{  Doe  d.  Wills  v.  Roe  (a),  a.d.  1836,  whereas  there  were 
several  cases  in  which  it  was  allowed :  Doe  d.  Smilhers  t. 
Roe  (6),  Anon,  (c),  Doe  v.  Roe  (rf),  and  some  other  cases. 
[Alderson,  B. — The  report  of  those  cases  does  not  go  suffi- 
ciently far  to  shew  that  they  are   authorities  for  you.] 


(a)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  380. 
lb)  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  374. 


(c)  2Chilt,172. 
(<i)2Dowl.  P.C.  186. 
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The  present  case  is  not  rested  on  that  ground.  It  must  Exeh.  qfPieM, 
be  admitted,  that,  for  the  last  ten  years,  a  date  either  to  ^_*^ 
the  declaration  or  notice  has  been  required ;  but  the  prin- 
ciple has  always  been,  up  to  the  present  time,  that  the 
tenant  should  have  had  unequivocal  notice  of  the  time  in 
which  he  was  to  appear ;  and  here  the  affidavit  shews  that 
such  notice  was  given  him,  and  consequently  the  defect  in 
the  declaration  and  notice  subjoined  thereto  is  supplied. 
[Parke,  B. — ^You  say  you  can  find  cases  in  which  a  rule 
has  been  granted  under  such  circumstances.  You  may  men- 
tion the  case  again,  and  in  the  meantime  look  into  the 
roll  of  the  cases  you  have  cited,  and  see  how  the  fact  was.] 
On  a  subsequent  day  he  stated,  that  the  roll  in  all  the 
cases  had  been  carried  into  the  Treasury,  but  that  he  had 
found  a  later  case,  Doe  d.  Green  v.  Roe  (a),  in  which  the 
declaration  was  dated  as  of  a  term  not  arrived,  and  there 
was  no  date  to  the  notice,  and  it  was  held  that  the  decla- 
ration and  notice  dated  from  the  service.  He  had  not 
been  able  to  find  any  case  in  which  a  difficulty  had  been 
raised  on  such  grounds,  anterior  to  the  year  1836,  when 
Paiteson,  J.,  in  Doe  d.  Wilb  v.  Roe  (i),  in  the  Bail  C!ourt, 
was  about  to  refuse  a  rule  under  such  circumstances,  until 
it  was  discovered  that  the  notice  was  properly  dated,  on 
the  authority  of  another  case.  Doe  d.  Gowland  v.  Roe  (c) ; 
in  which  last  case  the  declaration  was  intitled  as  of  a  pre- 
ceding year,  and  consequently  the  notice  to  appear  was  of 
a  past  term. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  case  you  cited  just  now  is 

an  authority  for  you.    On  that  ground  you  may  take  a 

rule  nisi. 

Rule  granted. 

(o)  8  Scott,  385.  (6)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  380. 

(c)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  273. 
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Bxck,  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

y^,,.  27.  Wakton  V,  Blacknell. 

The  Court  wUl  X  ETEBSDOBFF  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  all 
nrooeedii^  proceedings  in  this  cause  should  not  be  stayed  until  the 
on  a  replevin      fij^t  day  of  Eastcr  Term  next.     The  action  was  brooght 

bond.  unleM  it    .  ^      ,  .  ° 

cieariT  appears  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee  of  a  replevin  bond^  against 
cation  u  made  ^^^  defendant  as  one  of  the  sureties  of  one  Benjamin 
rori^i^^*  James.  The  plaintiff,  who  was  the  assignee  of  a  tenint 
not  of  the  prin-  for  life  of  the  premises  upon  which  the  distress  was  made, 
'"^'  had  distrained  upon  the  good,  of  James  after  the  death 

of  the  tenant  for  life;  whereupon  James  replevied  the 
goods,  and  the  present  bond  was  entered  into,  with  the 
usual  condition  to  prosecute  the  suit  with  effect,  at  the 
then  next  county  court,  to  be  holden  on  the  15th  of  No- 
vember. Owing,  however,  to  a  mistake  of  the  defendant^! 
attorney,  no  plaint  was  entered  or  praecipe  lodged  on  or 
before  that  day,  whereupon  the  plaintiff  took  an  assign- 
ment of  the  replevin  bond.  It  appeared,  however,  from 
the  afiSdavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  a  plaint 
was  entered  on  the  13th  of  December,  on  which  a  recordari 
facias  loquelam  had  issued ;  and  it  was  stated  to  be  the 
intention  of  James  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  action 
of  replevin,  which  was  going  on  with  due  regularity  and 
dispatch. 

Jervis  shewed  cause,  {Stammers  was  with  him). — This 
is  not  a  case  in  which  the  Court  ought  to  interfere.  The 
defendant  is  bound  to  shew  some  reason  for  the  Court  to 
interfere,  but  he  shews  none.  He  admits  the  rent  to  be 
due,  but  relies  upon  a  technical  objection,  that,  as  the  re- 
version was  not  in  the  plaintiff,  he  had  no  right  to  dis- 
train ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  distress  had  been  made  bj 
arrangement  between  James  and  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
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James,  after  he  knew  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  Sjrek.  qfpieat, 

had  agreed  to  pay  the  rent  by  bills.    At  least,  it  ought  to  ^   ^      ^ 

appear,  as  in  the  case  of  bail,  that  the  present  applica-  Warton 

tion  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  sureties,  and  not  by  the  Blacknul. 
principal. 

Petersdofff,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  acts  of  Parlia- 
ment relating  to  bail,  from  the  4  Ann.  c.  16,  down  to  the  57 
Gteo.  8,  c.  11 ,  do  not  apply  to  the  case  of  sureties  in  replevin ; 
and  it  is,  therefore,  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  applica- 
tion is  made  on  behalf  of  the  sureties.  That  the  application 
was  made  for  their  benefit,  sufficiently  appears  from  the 
fSacts  of  the  case.  The  Court  are  now  asked  for  the  first  time 
to  apply  the  rule  relating  to  bail  to  the  case  of  sureties  on 
m  replevin  bond.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Will  the  parties 
undertake  that  in  the  action  of  replevin  no  advantage 
•hall  be  taken  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  ?]  In  the 
CBBe  of  bail,  it  has  never  been  usual  to  impose  a  condition 
irhich  put  the  principal  under  terms. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — It  is  true  that  the  general  rule 
may  apply  only  to  bail,  but  when  the  Court  sees,  as  in  the 
present  case,  that  the  application  is  made  on  behalf  of  the 
principal,  and  not  of  the  sureties,  we  ought  not  to  interfere. 
If  there  had  been  an  affidavit  that  it  was  made  on  behalf 
of  the  sureties,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  our  inter- 
ference ;  but  there  not  being  any  such  statement,  we  must, 
under  the  circumstances,  take  it  to  be  that  it  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  principal.  Then  the  tenant  wishes  to  stay 
proceedings  on  the  bond,  in  order  to  continue  his  action 
of  replevin,  and  take  advantage  of  his  landlord's  mistake. 
I  think  neither  reason  nor  justice  requires  us  to  interfere 
in  the  matter. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  Court  ought 
to  be  clearly  satisfied  that  the  application  is  made  for  the 
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Sseh.ofPieoa,  benefit  of  the  sureties :  instead  of  which,  looking  at  tka 

affidavits,  there  appears  strong  reason  for  believing  that  j 


1844. 


Warton      ia  made  on  behalf  of  the  principal. 

Blacknell. 


Alderson,  B.,  and  Ourney,  B.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 


Jan.  27. 

Id  an  action 
against  the 
public  officer 
of  a  joint-stock 
banking  co- 
partnership, 
established  un- 
der 7  Geo.  4, 
c.  46,  a  party 
who  was  a 
shareholder  at 
the  time  of  the 
contract,  but 
who  had  ceased 
to  be  so  before 
the  commence- 
ment of  the 
action,  has 
not  such  .an  in- 
terest in  the 
CTent  of  the 
suit  as  to  ren- 
der him  an  in- 
competent 
witness  for  the 
defendant,  in  an 
action  brought 
before  the 
passing  of  the  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  85. 


Needham  V.  Law,  Public  Officer  Sec. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  the  defendant, 
as  public  registered  officer  of  the  Leicestershire  and  Wu^ 
wickshire  Banking  Company^  for  use  and  occupation^  work 
and  labour,  goods  sold,  &c. 

At  the  trial,  before  Aldersan,  B.,  at  the  Warwickshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1843,  the  defendant  called  as  a  witnea 
one  Webster,  who  had  been  a  member  of  the  banking  com- 
pany at  the  time  of  the  contract  being  entered  into,  but 
had  ceased  to  be  so  for  nearly  two  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  which  was  brought  prior  to  the 
passing  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  85.  It  was  objected  that  the 
witness  was  incompetent,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  an 
interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  since,  if  the  execntion 
proved  ineffectual  against  the  present  defendant,  executioa 
might  be  taken  out  against  the  witness,  as  having  been  t 
member  of  the  company  at  the  time  of  the  contract.  The 
learned  Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  witness  wii 
admissible,  and  the  defendant  obtained  the  verdict,  ff^i' 
son  having  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  groand 
(inter  alia)  that  the  witness  was  improperly  received, 

Knowles  and  Crompton  shewed  cause,  {WUkins  and 
Booihby  with  them). — The  witness  was  not  disqualified: 
his  interest  in  the  event  of  the  suit  was  too  remote  and  con- 
tingent,  and  was  not  such  an  interest  as  the  law  will  tab 
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tice  of.  Not  being  a  member  at  the  time  of  the  exe-  Exck,  ofpieat, 
tioDy  proceedings  could  only  be  had  against  him  in  the 
mt  of  the  execution  proving  ineffectual  against  the 
ler  members^  and  even  then  not  without  the  leave  of 
Court.  The  interest,  to  exclude  a  witness,  must  be  a 
set  interest  arising  from  the  verdict:  Carter  v.  Pearce{a). 
ere  BuUer,  J.,  says,  '*  In  order  to  shew  a  witness  inter- 
ed,it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  he  must  derive  a  certain 
lefit  from  the  determination  of  the  cause  one  way  or  the 
ler/'  Here  Webster  had  no  interest  in  the  immediate 
dt. — ^They  referred  to  Harwood  v.  Law  (A). 

Watson  and  Cowling,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  witness 
8  incompetent.  He  had  a  direct  interest  in  the  event 
the  suit,  being  in  point  of  fact  a  surety  for  the  other 
rties  that  they  would  satisfy  the  execution.  The  judg- 
int  immediately  affects  the  witness,  for,  although  not 
marily  liable,  he  is  undoubtedly  liable  in  the  event  of 
3  other  partners  failing  to  satisfy  the  execution.  The 
rdict  is  in  reality  a  verdict  against  the  witness.  It  is 
material  whether  the  Court  will  or  will  not  hereafter 
ink  fit  to  enforce  the  liability. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  this  is  a  clear  and  simple 
86,  and  that  the  witness  is  competent.  He  would  be  in- 
mpetent  if  he  had  an  immediate  interest  in  the  event  of 
e  suit ;  but  if  the  interest  be  remote,  and  such  as  may 
'Ver  arise,  or  if  it  be  contingent  or  dependent  upon  the 
scretion  of  the  Court,  that  is  not  such  an  interest  as  ren- 
iB  him  incompetent ;  and  I  therefore  think  the  witness 
A  properly  admitted. 

^ABKE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  entertain  some 
ibt  whether,  where  an  execution  has  not  been  attended 

(a)  1  T.  R.  163.  (h)  lU.^yf.  208. 

^OL.  XII.  F  P  M.  W. 
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Bseh.  o/Pieoi,  with  success  against  the  members  of  the  Company  for  the 

time  being,  it  is  discretionary  in  the  Court  to  grant  execu- 
tion against  other  parties.  If  the  matter  is  entirely  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Courts  the  witness  would  be  competent, 
because  it  would  not  be  certain  that  the  verdict  would 
affect  him :  whether  the  execution  would  be  granted  b^ 
the  Court  against  the  other  members  of  the  companj, 
would  depend  upon  a  variety  of  circumstances  which  the 
Court  would  take  into  its  consideration.  I  recollect  ad- 
mitting a  witness  in  a  similar  case  tried  before  me  at 
York.  Indeed,  it  is  a  question  which  has  become  of  yerr 
little  importance,  since  Lord  Denman*8  act  has  rendered 
interested  witnesses  competent. 

GuBNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Jan.  30.  Waddle  and  Another  v.  Downman. 


of  D 


In  an  action  of  l^EBT  for  work  and  labour,  goods  sold  &c.  —Pleas,  nun- 

andiabotu-.&c.  q^^im  indebitatus,  payment,  and  a  set-off. 

f°^*t*\^^  '^^®  cause  was  tried  at  the  Carmarthenshire  Spring  As- 

ed  nunqnam  sizes,  1842,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  by 

indebitatus,  .  .  .  .    .  in 

payment,  and  a  couscnt,  subject  to  a  reference  of  the  cause,  and  all  matters 
Tj'ukelX'^  in  difference,  under  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius.  The  order 
consent  for  the    directed,  that,  if  the  arbitrator  "  shall  find  that  the  plain- 

plaintiffs,  sub-  * 

ject  to  the 

award  of  an  arbitrator,  who  was  to  settle  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference.  The  tobiidr> 
sion  contained  a  stipulation,  that,  if  the  arbitrator  should  find  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  estidri 
to  recover  any  debt  or  damages,  then  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant ;  the  coiti 
of  the  cause  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award.  At  the  last  meeting  before  the  arbitrator,  it  w 
agreed,  that  if  a  *'  cam  ring  and  shaft,''  which  had  been  supplied  to  the  defendant,  ought  not  to 
be  chai^d,  he  was  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  the  value  of  them  at  the  market  price  of  pig-inm,  i> 
they  had  been  retained  hj  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator  awarded  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  recover  in  the  cause  ;  and  that  no  money  was  due  from  either  of  the  parties  in  re- 
spect of  the  other  matters  in  difference,  except  that  he  awarded  that  the  defendant  should  ftf 
to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  cam  ring  and  shaft  such  sum  as  the  same  amounted  to,  according  to  the 
market  price  of  pig- iron : — Held^  first,  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  order,  the  arbitrator  wss  aot 
required  to  find  specifically  on  each  issue. 

Secondly,  that  the  award  was  not  bad  for  uncertainty,  in  omitting  to  name  the  time  and  sir- 
ket  at  which  the  price  of  the  iron  was  to  be  ascertained. 
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tiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  any  debt  or  damages  at  all  £jpch.  qfpieoi, 
in  this  canse^  then  the  above  conditional  verdict  is  to  be  ^  ^^^'  . 
void  and  of  none  effect,  and  instead  thereof  a  verdict  is  to  Waddlk 
be  entered  for  the  defendant ;  and  the  said  arbitrator  is  Downman. 
also  by  the  said  award  to  ascertain  what  sum  of  money,  if 
any,  he  shall  find  to  be  due  from  either  or  any  of  the  said 
parties  to  the  other  or  others  of  them,  in  respect  to  any  of 
the  said  other  matters  in  difference/^  It  was  also  ordered, 
that  the  costs  of  the  cause  should  abide  the  event  of  the 
award  with  respect  to  the  said  cause,  to  be  taxed  by  the 
proper  officer.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  had  sup- 
plied the  defendant  with  certain  cast-iron  machinery, 
called  a  "  cam  ring  and  shaft,^^  for  which  the  defendant  de- 
clined to  pay,  alleging  them  to  be  defective  and  insuffi- 
cient. At  the  last  meeting  before  the  arbitrator,  it  was 
agreed  between  the  parties,  that  if  he  should  think  that 
the  cam  ring  and  shaft  ought  not  to  be  charged,  he  was  to 
allow  the  plaintiffs  the  value  of  them  at  the  market  price 
of  pig-iron,  as  they  had  been  retained  by,  and  were  still  in 
the  possession  of,  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator  made  his 
award  in  the  following  terms : — ^^  I  award  and  determine, 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  any  debt  or 
damages  in  the  said  cause  against  the  defendant,  and  that 
no  sum  of  money  is  due  from  either  of  the  parties  to  the 
other  of  them  in  respect  to  any  of  the  other  matters  in 
difference  mentioned  in  the  said  rule  or  order,  except 
that  I  award,  that  the  defendant  do  on  demand  pay  to  the 
plaintiffs,  for  the  defective  shaft  and  cam  ring  delivered 
to  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  now  on  the  defend- 
ant's premises,  such  sum  of  money  as  the  same  amounts 
to  according  to  the  present  market  price  of  pig-iron.'' 

VFation  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  this 
award  should  not  be  set  aside  on  two  grounds :  first,  that 
there  was  no  final  end  or  event  of  the  action,  on  which  the 
costs  could  be  taxed ;  secondly,  that  the  award  was  uncer- 

pp2 
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Bxeh.  ofPUoM,  tain^  in  not  pointing  out  when  and  where  the  market  price 
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of  pig-iron  was  to  be  ascertained. 


Waddlk 

DowNMAK.  E,  V,  WiUiams  shewed  canse. — Firsts  it  is  said  that  tlie 
award  is  bad  because  the  arbitrator  has  not  disposed  of  aD 
the  issues ;  but  as  the  order  of  reference  is  firamed,  the 
arbitrator  has  done  all  that  the  parties  intended  he  should 
do ;  for  as  the  order  directs  that^  if  the  arbitrator  shall  find 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  any  debt,  a 
verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant^  the  necessity  for 
finding  on  each  issue  has  been  waived^  there  being  a  suffi- 
cient event,  on  the  present  findings  to  determine  the  ac- 
tion in  favour  of  the  defendant.  Secondly^  the  award  as 
to  the  pig-iron  is  sufficiently  certain^  for  the  arbitrator 
has  decided  strictly  according  to  the  order  of  reference, 
within  the  principle  established  by  the  decisions  in  Cargeff 
V.  Aitcheson  (a)  and  Plummer  v.  Lee  {b).  [Parke,  B. — ^He 
arbitrator  has  only  found  the  very  matter  in  difference  be- 
tween the  parties.]  Yes ;  and  the  plaintiffs  knew  the  price 
of  pig-iron  in  that  neighbourhood. 

Watson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — There  are  here  three 
issues — ^the  general  issue,  payment,  and  a  set-off.  There 
must  necessarily  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  general 
issue,  before  the  defendant  can  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
the  other  issues.  If  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  verdict 
on  the  general  issue,  that  would  be  perfectly  inconsistent 
with  payment  or  a  set-off.  It  is  necessary,  for  the  defend- 
ant to  recover  on  those  issues,  that  there  should  have  been 
a  cause  of  action.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  defendant  pleads 
his  set-off  against  any  demand  which  the  plaintiff  maj 
prove.  The  defendant  may  have  a  demand^  though  the 
plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action.]  It  is  submitted  that  the 
defendant  cannot  have  a  set-off,  unless  the  plaintiff  has  a 

(a)   2  B.  &  Cr.  170.  {h)  2  M.  &  W.  495. 
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lemand.    There  must  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  one  Exeh^^fPitoM, 

)f  the  issues.    The  "  verdict  *'  here  means  such  a  verdict     ^     ^'  ^ 

IS  could  be  entered  at  the  trial,  that  is,  a  distributive  ver-       Waddlb 

Uct^  according  as  each  party  succeeds  in  proving  the  re-     Downman. 

tpective  issues :  Martin  v.  Surge  (a).    [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 

—The  meaning  of  the  submission  is,  that,  if  no  debt  be 

lue  to  the  plaintiff,  the  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the 

lefendant  on  all  the  issues.]     The  words  in  the  order  of 

leference,  that  the  arbitrator  is  *'  to  settle  the  cause,'' 

mply  an  authority  to  enter  each  issue  in  the  same  way 

18  if  the  cause  were  tried  at  Nisi  Prius.     [Alderson,  B. — 

Be  is  to  settle  it  in  a  particular  way — ^that  is,  to  direct  a 

ferdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.]     Secondly,  the 

irbitrator  awards  that  the  amount  is  to  be  paid  according 

»  the  present  market  price  of  pig-iron ;  but  there  is  no- 

Jiing  to  shew  in  what  way  the  market  price  is  to  be  ascer- 

»ined:  he  ought  to  have  named  some  market,  according  to 

;he  price  at  which  the  sum  payable  by  the  defendant  was 

JO  be  ascertained :  but  here  it  may  be  the  price  at  Eam- 

ichatka.    The  rule  on  this  subject  is  laid  down  in  Bolle's 

Aibr,, "  Arbitrement,''  Q.,  pi.  7: — "  If  an  award  be  made  be- 

:ween  A.  and  B.  touching  certain  quarters  of  malt  before 

lelivered  by  A.  to  B.,  that  B.  pay  to  A.  so  much  for  each 

joarter  as  one  quarter  of  malt  was  then  sold  for,  this  is  a 

foid  award,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  mention  in  what  place 

iJie  sale  shall  be,  for  peradventure  in  one  market  and 

place  this  was  sold  for  more  than  in  another  market  and 

place,  and  for  this  the  award  is  void  for  uncertainty.'' 

[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — That  would  clearly  be  a  bad  award: 

bat  here  it  was  agreed,  that  if  the  arbitrator  should  dis- 

illow  two  of  the  items,  he  was  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  the 

^ue  of  the  articles  at  the  market  price  of  pig-iron. 

Parke,  B. — It  must  be  so;  for  how  otherwise  could  the 

Arbitrator  fix  the  market  price  at  the  time  of  the  award  ?] 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  £11.  973  ;  6  Nev.  &  Man.  201. 
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Bxeh.  qfpieatt  The  meaning  of  the  submisrion  is,  that  the  arbitrator  ii 

1QAA 

^     ^'  ^     ascertain  the  market  price.    In  Price  v.  Pcpkin  (a),  a  ca 
Waddlb      and  all  matters  in  difference  between  lessor  and  lessee  n 

DowNMAN.  referred  to  arbitration,  the  costs  to  abide  the  event ;  it ' 
held,  that  an  award  that  certain  fixtures  had  been  wro; 
fully  removed  by  the  lessor,  to  the  value  of  £111,  and  t 
the  lessee  should  set  up  others  in  their  place,  to  be  left 
the  lessor  at  the  end  of  his  term,  and  that  the  lessor  shot 
pay  the  lessee  iElO  on  a  specified  day,  was  bad,  for  i 
specifying  the  value,  quality,  or  description  of  the  fixtm 
to  be  set  up.  [Parke,  B. — ^There  the  plaintiff  was  to 
certain  acts, — not  to  pay  money :  and  the  award  was  hi 
bad  for  omitting  to  state  what  he  was  to  do,  as  it  did  i 
specify  the  value  of  the  fixtures.]  Here,  the  leaving  it 
be  decided  what  the  market  price  is  makes  the  avi 
equally  uncertain. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  the  awa 
is  sufficient.  The  arbitrator  has  pursued  the  submiao 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  which  was,  that 
no  debt  should  be  due  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendai 
the  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant  on  all  the  isso 
That  being  so,  and  the  award  depending  upon  the  inte 
tion  of  the  parties,  which  the  arbitrator  has  fulfilled,  it 
not  on  that  account  bad.  The  parties  might  agree  amo 
themselves  to  avoid  giving  the  arbitrator  the  trouble 
finding  on  each  issue.  Then,  I  think,  also  the  award  is  i 
bad  on  the  second  ground,  since  it  was  expressly  agrc 
by  the  parties,  that  if  the  articles  were  not  to  be  charg 
by  the  plaintiffs  in  full,  they  were  to  be  allowed  to  th 
at  the  market  price  of  pig-iron.  Suppose  the  parties  h 
agreed,  that  the  articles  in  question  were  not  to  be  paid  I 
in  the  manner  in  which  they  had  been  charged  for  bjt 
plaintiffs,  but  in  Consols,  at  the  market  price,  the 

(a)  10  Ad.  &  EIL  139 ;  2  P.  &  D.  304. 
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Would  not  be  bad,  if  the  arbitrator  had  made  it  in  conform-  -B*<?*-  ofpieas, 
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itywith  that  stipulation.  The  e£fect  of  the  finding  is,  that, 

in  case  the  arbitrator  disallows  the  plaintiflfs'  charge  in       Waddlb 

consequence  of  defective  materials,  the  defendant  is  to  pay     Downman. 

the  value  as  pig-iron  at  the  market  price.    Such  a  finding 

does  not  make  the  award  bad.     The  rule  will  therefore 

be  discharged. 

Parke,  B. — The  arbitrator  has  awarded  upon  the  only 
matter  in  difference,  which  was,  whether  the  goods  were 
to  be  charged  for  in  the  ordinary  way,  or  in  the  manner 
directed  by  the  award.  The  parties  have  agreed,  that  if 
the  plaintiffs  have  no  right  to  charge  for  the  goods  in  the 
Qsnal  way,  they  are  to  be  paid  for  at  the  then  market  price 
of  pig-iron.  The  award  is  not  only  prim&  facie  good,  but 
appears,  from  the  affidavits,  to  have  been  made  upon  the 
only  matter  in  difference.  But  then  it  is  said,  that  the 
award  is  bad  for  want  of  a  finding  upon  each  issue ;  but 
the  only  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  to  succeed 
npon  the  whole  record.  It  is  plain  that  the  meaning  of 
the  parties  was,  that,  if  the  arbitrator  thought  there  was  no 
gnmnd  of  action  against  the  defendant,  the  verdict  was  to 
be  transferred  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  to  save 
the  trouble  of  entering  a  verdict  upon  each  issue.  If  this 
were  an  objection,  it  would  be  upon  the  record.  But  then 
it  appears,  from  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Langdon  (a),  that  this 
would  not  be  ground  of  error. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  not  only  think  the  award  right,  but 
that  the  arbitrator  could  not  have  framed  it  in  any  other 
^y.  The  effect  of  the  agreement  is,  that,  if  the  arbitrator 
^^<^dered  that  the  cam  ring  was  not  to  be  paid  for  in  the 
ordinary  way,  the  parties  had  stipulated  that  it  was  to  be 
ti^ken  as  pig-iron.  He  had,  therefore,  to  determine  whether 
the  goods  were  to  be  paid  for  as  a  cam  ring,  or  as  pig-iron ; 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  60. 
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Exch.  qf  Pleat,  and  be  says  that  they  are  to  be  paid  for  as  pig-iron,  and 
^     at  the  market  price,  that  is,  the  price  of  iron  on  the  day 
Waddlk       on  which  the  award  was  made.     Unless  be  went  himself 
DowNMAN.     to  the  market,  he  conld  not  make  his  award  otherwise. 

Rule  discharged. 


Sandys,  Clerk,  v.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen^  and  Burgesses  of 
Jan,  30.  Beverley. 

A  defendant  is  X  HIS  was  a  motion  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit 
jadgmenras  in  ^^^  question  arosc  upou  a  feigned  issue  under  the  Tithe 
case  of  a  non-     Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  46,  which  enacts, 

salt,  where  the  .  . 

plaintiff  has  ^Hhat  any  person  claiming  to  be  interested  in  any  landi^ 

assises  to  or  in  the  tithes  thereof,  who  shall  be  dissatisfied  with  any 

m^^di^  to^  such  decision  of  the  commissioners  or  assistant  commis- 

trial  after  sioner,  may,  if  the  yearly  value  of  the  payment  to  be  made 

issue  joined  on  ^  "^  .  . 

a  feigned  issue,  or  witbholdcn  according  to  such  decision  shall  exceed  the 
^the  Commn-  ^^^  ^^  ^^0,  cause  an  action  to  be  brought  in  any  of  his 
rwm^^''  ^7\  M^j^sty's  courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  against  the  person 
8. 46.  in  whose  favour  such  decision  shall  have  been  made,  within 

three  calendar  months  next  after  such  decision  shall  ha?e 
been  notified  in  writing,  in  such  manner  as  the  commis- 
sioners or  assistant  commissioner  shall  direct,  to  the  parties 
interested  therein,  or  to  their  known  agents,  in  whidi 
action  the  plaintifi^  shall  deliver  a  feigned  issue,  wherebf 
such  disputed  right  may  be  tried,  and  shall  proceed  to  a 
trial  at  law  of  such  issue  at  the  sittings  after  the  term,  or 
at  the  assizes  then  next,  or  next  but  one,  after  such  action 
shall  have  been  commenced,  to  be  holden  for  the  conntj 
within  which  such  lands  or  the  greater  part  thereof  are 
situated,  with  liberty,  nevertheless,  for  the  Court  in  whidi 
the  same  shall  have  been  commenced,  or  any  Judge  of  ha 
Majesty's  courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  to  extend  the  time 
for  going  to  trial  therein,  or  to  direct  the  trial  to  be  in 
another  county,  if  it  shall  seem  fit  to  such  Court  or  Judge 
•o  to  do/'  &c. 
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Palmer  sbewed  cause. — The  present  application  is  pre-  E*ch,  of  Pleat, 
mature,  for  although  two  assizes  have  elapsed  since  the  '  ^ 

joining  of  the  issue,  only  one  has  passed  since  its  delivery       Sandys 
to  the  defendants,  and  the  statute  makes  the  delivery  of   Mayor/&c.  of 
the  issue  the  commencement  of  the  suit.    Besides,  a  case     B*^""'"^* 
of  this  description  does  not  come  within  the  statute  which 
authorizes  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.    The  defend- 
ant should  have  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to  take  the 
cause  down  for  trial ;  for  it  would  seem  by  the  46th  section, 
that  the  costs,  which  are  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  can 
only  be  obtained  where  a  trial  has  taken  place. 

Hugh  Hilly  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  this  case  it  was  ne- 
cessary that  an  action  should  be  commenced,  otherwise,  by 
the  45th  section,  the  decision  of  the  commissioner  would 
be  final.  More  than  two  assizes  have  elapsed  since  issue 
was  joined,  and  more  than  two  terms  have  passed  since  the 
issue  was  delivered,  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  tried,  as  the 
time  limited  by  the  statute  has  expired.  By  the  46th  sec- 
tion, a  party  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  commis- 
sioners is  obliged  to  bring  his  action  within  three  months. 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  must  be  absolute.     It  is  clear 

that  two  assizes  have  passed  since  the  commencement  of 

the  action,  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  the  statute  as 

regards  the  costs.     We  will,  therefore,  make  an  order  to 

that  effect,  otherwise  it  will  be  supposed  that  we  have 

declined  to  allow  any  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


Doe  d.  Knowles  v.  Roe.  /an.  31. 

IjrBAY  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment  against  the  Where  a  de- 
casual  ejector.    The  declaration  was  intitled  in  the  Com-  ejectmeot  was 
mon  Pleas,  but  the  notice  was  to  appear  in  this  Court.         c  *?  ^but  a' 

notioe  was  to 
appear  in  this  Coart,  the  Court  declined,  on  the  objection  being  taken,  to  make  absohite  a  rule 
Ibr  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  but  ordered  the  defendant  to  enter  an  appearance. 
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Bjcek,  ofPie&$,      Peter$dorff  shewed  cause,  and  objected  tbat  the  Tarianoe 

1844  /•irraii* 

was  fatal.  The  declaration  was  the  means  whereby  the 
defendant  was  brought  into  Court;  and  in  Doe  d. Evami, 
Roe  {a),  where  the  action  was  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  but  the 
notice  was  to  appear  "  in  the  Common  Bench/'  the  Tsri- 
ance  was  considered  to  be  immaterial,  and  a  rule  nisi  wm 
granted  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  is  not  the  declaration,  but  the 
notice,  which  brings  the  defendant  into  Court;  after  be 
has  appeared,  a  declaration  may  be  deliTered.  If,  there- 
fore, there  is  any  variance  between  the  declaration  and 
the  notice,  I  should  always  be  disposed  to  allow  the  notice 
to  prevail ;  though  it  would,  perhaps,  be  better  to  lay  down 
as  a  general  rule,  that  in  such  a  case  the  whole  becomes  a 
nullity.  In  the  meantime,  however,  it  can  do  the  defend- 
ant no  harm  to  enter  an  appearance,  and  a  rule  for  that 
purpose  may  be  now  made  absolute  without  costs. 

Aldersox,  B. — The  case  cited  from  Dowling  is  nothing 
more  than  a  report  of  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  of  the  result  of 
which  we  know  nothing.  That  is  not  a  decision ;  it  only 
shews  that  the  Court  deemed  the  question  to  be  one  pro- 
per for  consideration. 

Parke,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurring. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  an  appearance. 

(a)  9  I>owl.  P.  C.  999. 


MEMORANDUM. 


In  this  Term,  John  RomiUy^  of  Gray's  Inn,  Esq.,  was 
appointed  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat, 
1844. 


VACATION  SITTINGS  AFTER  HILARY 

TERM. 


A 


Fletcher  and  Another^  Assignees  of  Chaffe,  a  Bank-  Feb,  6. 

rupt,  V,  Manning  and  Another. 

SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiffs^  as  assignees  of  J.  B.  P.  In  an  action  by 
Chappej  a  bankrupt,  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  bamkrapt  for* 
defendants  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees.    The  ^1°^^  their 
defendant  Manning  pleaded  non  assumpsit,  and  gave  no-  '"^c*  »*  appear- 

_    _,  cd  thatf  tne 

tice  of  disputing  the  fiat,  the  trading,  the  act  of  bank-  original  peti- 
ruptcy,  and  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt.     Against  the  b^^nVproved 
other  defendant  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered.  insufficient  to 

^  *  support  the 

At  the  trial  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  the  last  Summer  As-  fiat* »"  order  of 
sizes  at  Liverpool,  in  order  to  prove  the  petitioning  ere-  Review,  under 
ditor's  debt,  the  plaintiffs  put  in  evidence  an  order  of  the  ^\q  g^'g  ' 
CJourt  of  Review,  dated  20th  of  February,  1843,  (prior  to  ^j^^^^^l 
the  commencement  of  this  action),  made  under  the  stats.  6  ing  one  of  the 

partners  in 
the  firm  of  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  as  a  new  petitioning  creditor.  The  order  stated,  that  that 
firm  had  proved  a  debt  sufficient  to  support  the  fiat,  that  it  was  an  existing  debt,  and  that  it  was 
incurred  not  anterior  to  that  of  the  original  petitioning  creditor  ;  and  then  directed,  that  the 
fiat  should  be  proceeded  with: — Held,  that  this  order  was  not,  per  se,  evidence  that  the  snb- 
■tftnted  debt  was  contracted  not  anterior  to  that  of  the  original  petitioning  creditor,  or  that  it 
was  of  the  requisite  amount,  or  that  it  was  incurred  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving  the  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  plaintiffs  produced  cer- 
tain canceUed  cheques,  drawn  by  the  bankrupt  upon  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  and  called  one  of  their 
clerks,  who  stated  (from  recollection  merely),  that,  at  the  time  of  these  cheques  being  drawn,  the 
bankrupt's  account  was  greatly  overdrawn.  They  produced  also  a  promissory  note  for  upwards 
of  iSl50,  dated  long  before  the  fiat,  made  by  the  bankrupt,  payable  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co., 
and  which  had  been  seen  in  their  possession  a  few  days  before  the  trial : — Held,  that  neither 
the  cheques  nor  the  note  were  sufficient  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt ;  for  that  the 
former  were  primi  fade  evidence  of  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  Jones,  Loyd,  8t  Co.  to  the 
bankrupt,  and  the  latter  was  no  evidence,  as  against  a  stranger,  of  any  debt  due  at  the  time  of 
its  date. 

Groods  which  had  been  mortgaged  by  a  trader  before  his  bankruptcy  were  at  the  time  of  the 
bankmptCT  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  under  an  ezecntion  against  the  bankrupt : — SembUt 
tbat  they  did  not  pass  to  his  assignees,  as  being  in  his  order,  and  disposition,  wiUi  the  consent 
of  Uie  tme  owner. 
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Exeh.  qf  Pleas,  Qco.  4,  c.  16,  8.  18  (a),  and  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56; 
-  *  ^    of  the  original  petitioning  creditor  having  been  £ 

Flktcbir  sufficient  to  support  the  fiat.  The  order  parporl 
Manning,  made  upon  the  petition  of  one  of  the  partners  in 
of  Messrs.  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  bankers,  and  sta 
that  firm  had  proved  a  debt  sufficient  to  support 
that  it  was  an  existing  debt,  and  that  it  was  incu 
anterior  to  that  of  the  original  petitioning  credito: 
and  proceeded  to  direct  that  the  fiat  should  be  p: 
with,  but  that  the  order  was  not  to  prejudice  ai 
pending  under  such  fiat.  It  was  objected  for  the 
ant,  that  this  order  was  no  sufficient  evidence  of  t 
that  the  substituted  petitioning  creditor's  debt  i 
cient  in  amount,  or  that  it  was  incurred  not  an 
the  debt  of  the  original  petitioning  creditor;  but  tl 
facts  must  be  proved  independently.  For  this  pui 
cordingly,  the  plaintiffs  produced  certain  cancelled 
to  a  large  amount,  drawn  by  the  bankrupt,  be 
bankruptcy,  on  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  and  proved  b]/ 
(who  spoke  merely  from  his  recollection,  the  bai 
not  being  produced),  that  the  bankrupt's  accoui 
that  time  overdrawn.  The  learned  Judge  held 
dence  not  to  be  sufficient  proof  of  a  debt.  The 
then  produced  a  promissory  note,  dated  long  hi 
fiat,  made  by  the  bankrupt,  payable  to  Jones,  Loy 
for  upwards  of  j£150,  and  which  was  sworn  to  h 
seen  in  the  possession  of  the  bank  on  the  Saturd] 
the  trial.  This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  was 
by  the  learned  Judge. 
It  appeared  that  this  action  was  brought  to  rec( 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  that,  if  ailer  any  debt  or  debts  suffid 

adjudication,  the  debt  or  debts  of  port  a  commission,  pro 

the  petitioning  creditor  or  creditors,  debt  or  debts  has  or  hai 

oranyofthem,be  found  insufficient  curred  not  anterior  to  t 

to  support  a  commission,  it  shall  be  debts  of  the  petitioning 

lawful   for  the   Lord  Chancellor,  creditors,  to  order  then 

upon  the  application  of  any  other  sion  to  be  proceeded  in, 

creditor  or  creditors,  having  proved  by  such  order  be  deeme 
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he  defendants,  attomies  in  London,  certain  monies  which  Ej^h.  qfPiMt, 
rere  received  by  them  as  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  under  an  '   ^ 

lecution  levied  against  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt  in  Feb-  Flbtcbsr 
laiy  1840,  issued  upon  a  judgment  entered  up  on  a  war-  Manning. 
mt  of  attorney,  at  the  suit  of  one  Buxton.  The  warrant 
attorney  had  been  given  to  secure  the  amount  of  certain 
Ub  of  exchange  drawn  by  Buxton  upon  the  bankrupt  in 
38,  for  composition-money  payable  under  an  agreement 
itween  the  bankrupt  and  his  creditors,  and  which  bills 
oxton  had  been  obliged  to  take  up.  The  defendants  were 
le  trustees  named  on  a  deed  of  assignment  by  the  bank- 
ipt  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  dated  10th  February, 
)40,  while  the  sheriff  was  in  possession,  (which  was  the 
!t  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the  fiat  issued),  and  had  as 
ich  trustees  directed  the  sale  under  the  execution,  and 
!oei?ed  the  proceeds,  and  paid  them  over  to  Buxton  in 
ischarge  of  his  claim  in  respect  of  the  bills.  The  seizure 
ader  the  execution  was  before,  the  sale  after,  the  issuing 
f  the  fiat.  The  goods  sold  consisted  of  certain  furniture 
ad  machinery,  the  latter  of  which,  before  the  date  of  the 
)mpo8ition-deed,  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  bankrupt 
>Lord  Balcarras,  and  subsequently  to  Buxton. 
It  was  contended  for  the  defendants,  first,  that  an  action 
v  money  had  and  received  would  not  lie  against  them, 
ia«much  as  they  merely  received  the  money,  the  proceeds 
t  the  sale,  on  account  of  the  execution  plaintiff,  to  whom 
ley  paid  it  over  accordingly ;  secondly,  that  by  the  mort- 
age the  property  in  the  goods  passed  absolutely  from  the 
ankrupt,  either  to  Lord  Balcarras  or  to  Buxton,  and 
lerefore  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  could  not  sue  for  the 
it)ceeds  of  the  sale  of  such  goods  (a).  Thirdly,  that  there 
&8  no  sufficient  evidence  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt. 
1^686  points  were  reserved,  and  a  verdict  was  entered  for 
le  plaintiffs,  damages  2156/.  14^.  Sd.,  the  defendants  hav- 

(a)  It  was  supposed  by  the  de-      that    the    mortgage    covered   the 
idants'  counsel  at  the  trial,  and      whole  of  the  goods  sold  under  the 
stated  on  moving  for  the  rule,      execution. 
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Exeh,  o/PieoM,  ing  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them^  or  a  non- 

1  AAA 

^    ^  '  ^     suit,  and  the  learned  Judge  certifying  that  the  bankraptcj 

Fletcher     was  proved,  unless  this  Court  should  be  of  a  different 
^'  .  . 

Manning.       opinion. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Hogffins  moved  pursuant  to  the 
leave  reserved,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nontoit^ 
against  which,  in  Hilary  Term  {January  29), 

Knowles  and  Crompton  shewed  cause. — First,  the  de- 
fendants were  clearly  liable  in  this  action,  for  they  them- 
selves directed  the  sheriff  to  sell,  and  the  sale  was  for  their 
benefit  as  trustees  under  the  assignment.  They  were  not 
acting  as  mere  servants,  but  on  their  own  account,  and 
themselves  setting  the  sheriff  in  motion.  [They  were  stop- 
ped as  to  this  point.] 

Secondly,  the  defendants  are  estopped  from  saying  that 
the  goods  sold  were  not  the  goods  of  Chapp^,  because  thef 
took  them  under  the  writ  against  him.  [Lord  Alnnger^ 
C.  B. — They  claim  under  Buxton  as  mortgagee  also.]  Bnt 
they  take  no  steps  to  enforce  the  mortgage;  they  do  not 
take  possession  under  it ;  the  goods  are  seized  and  sold 
as  the  goods  of  Chappe,  and  the  defendants  receive  the 
proceeds  of  them  as  such.  But  for  their  execution,  the 
goods  would  have  remained  on  the  premises,  and  had 
been  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  Thej 
have  thus  estopped  themselves  from  saying  that  they 
were  not  his  goods.  The  case  resembles  that  of  Pickari 
V.  Sears  (a).  That  was  an  action  of  trover,  in  which  it 
appeared  that,  the  plaintiff  being  the  legal  owner  of  the 
goods,  they  were  seized  while  in  the  actual  possession  of 
one  Metcalfe,  under  an  execution  against  him,  and  sdd 
to  the  defendant :  and  it  was  held  that,  under  a  plea  d^ 
nying  the  plaintiff's  possession,  the  defendant  might  shev 
that  the  plaintiff  authorized  such  sale ;  and  that  the  jnij 
might  infer  such  authority  from  the  plaintiff's  consulting 
with  the  execution  creditor  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  pro- 

(«)  6  Ad.  &  E.  469;  2  N.  &  P.  488. 


I 
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perty,  without  mentioning  his  own  claim^  after  he  knew  of  Exch,  ofPiem^ 
the  seizure  and  of  the  intention  to  sell.  Lord  Denmarii  ^  ^  '  ^ 
C,  J.,  there  says — "  The  rule  of  law  is  clear,  that  where  one  Fletcher 
by  his  words  or  conduct  wilfully  causes  another  to  believe  Mannino. 
the  existence  of  a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him 
to  act  on  that  belief,  so  as  to  alter  his  own  previous  posi- 
tion, the  former  is  concluded  from  averring  against  the 
latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same 
time/'  [Parke,  B. — There  the  plaintiff's  conduct  had  in- 
daced  the  defendant  to  buy  the  goods  as  the  goods  of 
Mitchell,  and  he  could  not,  therefore,  afterwards  say  as 
against  the  defendant  that  they  were  his  own.  Here  there 
is  no  estoppel,  at  least  as  against  the  assignees,  if  the 
defendants  took  their  own  goods,  and  so  received  their 
own  money.  The  question  seems  to  be  reduced  to  this, 
whether  the  goods  could  be  considered  as  being  at  the 
time  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt.]  It  is 
submitted  that  they  were.  The  property  in  goods  seized 
under  an  execution  is  not  thereby  taken  out  of  the  debtor, 
"  Order  and  disposition "  are  larger  words  than  ^'  posses- 
sion '* — they  mean  merely  within  the  control  of  the  bank- 
rupt. On  the  case  set  up  by  the  defendants  themselves, 
these  were  the  goods  of  Buxton,  subject  to  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  And  the  sheriff's  wrongful 
set  in  taking  goods  he  was  not  entitled  to  take  under 
the  writ  could  not  take  from  the  bankrupt  the  disposition 
of  the  property,  any  more  than  the  property  itself.  There 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  true  owner  had  done  anything 
to  take  the  goods  out  of  the  order  and  disposition  of  the 
bankrupt :  he  had  only  authorized  the  sheriff  to  seize  the 
bankrupt's  goods,  whereas  he  says  these  were  not  the 
bankrupt's. 

Lastly,  with  respect  to  the  proof  of  the  petitioning  cre- 
litor's  debt,  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Review  was  of  itself 
conclusive  evidence  of  it.  It  was  so  ruled  at  Nisi  Prius, 
in  the  case  of  Brancker  v.  Molyneux  (a).    On  this  account 

(a)  4  Man.  &  Gr.  226  ;  4  Scott,  N.  R.,  753. 
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Exch.  o/Pieoi,  also  it  was  held^  in  Musketi  v.  Drumnumd  (a)  and  Christie  t. 
^   ^^'  ^     Untvin  {b),  that  the  order  must  clearly  shew  on  the  face  of 
Flktcbbr     it  everything  necessary  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiction.  The 
Manning.     Court,  being  satisfied  with  the  proof  submitted  to  it,  de- 
clares that  the  commission  shall  be  deemed  valid.    Sudi 
an  order  is  conclusive  on  all  parties,  like  a  conviction.   The 
meaning  of  the  statute,  indeed,  appears  to  be,  that^  to  SToid 
technical  difficulties,  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the 
commission,  the  Lord  Chancellor  may  make  it  valid  with* 
out  any  petitioning  creditor's  debt:  and  therefore  thefiuti 
which  by  his  order  he  finds  to  exist  cannot  be  questioned 
or  averred  against.     But  even  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
evidence  here  was  sufficient  to  shew  a  good  petitioning 
creditor's  debt  due  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co. 

Hoggins  and  Robinson,  in  support  of  the  rule  (/oil.  31.)— 
The  case  resolves  itself  into  two  questions ;  first,  as  to  the 
right  to  recover  for  the  furniture,  as  to  which  no  doabt 
the  plaintiff's  are  entitled,  if  they  sufficiently  proved  a 
petitioning  creditor's  debt ;  secondly,  as  to  the  right  to 
recover  in  respect  of  the  machinery,  which  depends  on  the 
question  whether  it  belongs  to  any  other  person  than  the 
plaintifi^s  as  assignees. 

First,  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Review  is  not  condunie 
on  persons  not  parties  to  it.  The  utmost  effiect  that  can  he 
given  to  it  is,  that  the  fiat  should  no  longer  be  assailable  fir 
want  of  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt.  The  words  (I 
the  statute  are  only  that  the  Lord  ChanceUor  may  order  the 
commission  to  be  proceeded  with,  and  that  it  shall  by  such 
order  be  deemed  valid.  But  valid  secundum  quid?  [Park, 
B. — Valid  quoad  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt.]  ViBd 
quoad  the  objection  to  the  fiat  arising  on  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt.  The  Court  also  finds  the  facts  proved,  thit 
is,  as  they  would  have  been  found  before  the  commissionen. 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  853;  5  Man.  &  (b)  11  Ad.  &  E.  373;  3P.& 

R.  210.  D.  204. 
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Such  orders  are  usually  obtained  by  consent  between  the  Bxek.  qf  PUat, 
petitioning  creditor  and  the  assignee,  in  the  absence  of,  and  .  ^'  . 
without  notice  to,  the  other  parties ;  and  it  has  been  ex-  Futghbk 
preasly  decided,  that  nobody  has  a  right  to  be  present  at  Mamniko. 
the  obtaining  of  it :  Ex  parte  Fletcher  (a).  [Parke,  B. — 
Nobody  is  prejudiced  by  the  order,  except  he  who  has  de- 
fended an  action  on  the  ground  of  the  invalidity  of  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  his  interests  are  saved  by 
the  order  itself.]  The  clause  which  states  that  the  substi- 
tuted debt  was  not  anterior  to  the  original  debt  is  important 
in  this  respect ;  the  relation  of  the  assignees'  title  depends 
on  it,  and  many  persons'  interests  may  be  affected  thereby. 
Here  the  date  of  the  substituted  debt  does  not  appear  in 
the  order;  it  is  only  stated  that  it  was  not  anterior  to  the 
other ;  that  fact,  therefore,  must  be  open  to  proof  in  pais. 
It  is  said  that  great  strictness  has  been  applied  in  the  con- 
itniction  of  these  orders,  because  they  are  assumed  to 
be  conclusive ;  but  no  such  argument  was  used  either  in 
Ckriiiie  v.  Unwin,  or  in  Brancker  v.  Molynetix;  and  in 
Muikeii  v.  Drununond  the  sufficiency  of  the  substituted 
debt  was  found  as  a  fact.  In  Aireton  v.  Dams  {b)  it  was  put 
to  the  jury  to  find  whether  the  substituted  debt  was  a  good 
one,  and  they  found  it  was  not.  [Parke,  B. — The  point 
was  not  argued  there ;  and  in  that  case  the  order  was  only 
thmt  the  new  debt  should  be  substituted  for  the  other.] 
Then,  assuming  the  order  to  be  per  se  insufficient  proof  of 
liie  debt,  the  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  to  the 
[MPomissory  note,  was  clearly  not  sufficient ;  for  the  date  of 
it  was  no  evidence,  as  against  the  defendants,  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  debt  before  the  bankruptcy. 

Secondly,  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  had  no  property 
in  the  machinery,  and  no  title  to  recover  the  proceeds  of 
it  in  this  actiou.  Those  goods  were  really  the  property  of 
Lord  Balcarras,  the  first  mortgagee.    It  is  said,  however, 

(«)  Montague's  Bsnkt.  Law,  39.         (6)  3  M.  &  Scott,  138. 
VOL.  XII.  Q  Q  M.  W. 
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Bxch.  of  piem,  that  the  defendants  are  estopped  to  say  that  they  were 

.    ^      .    not  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt^  because  they  took  them 

Flitcbbk     under  the  execution  against  him.    But  it  is  clear  there  is  no 

Manning,     such  estoppel  as  against  the  assignees,  eren  if  there  might 

be  against  the  sheriff.     Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  goods 

were  in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt  at  the 

time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  when  they  had  been  seised 

by  the  sheriff,  and  were  in  the  custody  of  the  law.    Hov 

can  it  be  said  that  the  bankrupt  was  then  thel^apptarad 

owner  of  the  goods,  having  the  order  and  disposition  of 

them  by  the  consent  of  the  real  owner? 

Cur.  adv.  volt 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — In  this  case  several  objections  were  msde 
by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  to 
recover. — First,  that  an  action  for  money  had  and  recaved 
would  not  lie  against  the  defendants,  who  were  stated  to 
have  merely  received  the  money,  the  proceeds  of  the  exe- 
cution, on  account  of  the  execution  plaintiff,  and  paid  it 
over  to  their  client  immediately :  but,  on  shewing  cause, 
this  objection  was  disposed  of,  as  it  appeared  that  the  d&> 
fendants  were  the  parties  for  whose  benefit,  as  trustees  fisr 
the  creditors,  the  execution  was  put  in  force,  and  thef 
themselves  directed  the  sale  of  the  goods  under  it. 

The  second  objection  was,  that  the  goods  seised  under 
the  execution  had  been  mortgaged  to  Buxton,  the  execu- 
tion plaintiff,  and  consequently  that  the  plaintiffs  oonld 
not  recover,  as  the  goods  were  not  theirs.  This  objectioB 
also  failed  upon  the  facts  proved ;  for  part  of  the  effecti 
seized  (the  furniture)  were  not  mortgaged  at  all,  and  Of 
the  remainder  (the  machinery)  a  prior  mortgage  had  been 
made  to  Lord  Balcarras. 

A  third  objection  was,  that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof 
of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  to  support  the  fial^  nnder 
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which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  assignees;  and  further^  Bxeh.  ofpuas, 
on  the  failure  to  establish  the  right  of  Buxton^  as  first    ^     ^  * 
mortgagee  of  the  machinery,  it  was  argued^  that^  assuming     Flbtcber 
Lord  Balcarras  to  be  the  owner^  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees^     Manning. 
oonld  not  sue  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  that  ma- 
chinery. 

The  two  last  points  the  Court  took  time  to  consider. 
They  have  done  so^  and  are  of  opinion  that  there  must  be 
a  new  trial. 

The  debt  of  the  original  petitioning  creditor  having 
been  found  insufficient  to  support  the  fiat^  an  order  of  the 
Court  of  Review,  of  the  20th  February,  1843,  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  was  put  in;  which  order 
purported  to  be  made  on  the  petition  of  one  of  the  part- 
ners of  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  bankers,  and  stated  that  that 
firm  had  proved  a  debt  sufficient  to  support  the  fiat,  that 
it  was  an  existing  debt,  and  was  incurred  not  anterior  to 
that  of  the  original  petitioning  creditor,  and  was  a  suffi- 
cient debt  to  support  the  fiat.  The  order  proceeded  to 
direct,  in  the  terms  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  18,  the  fiat  to  be 
proceeded  in. 

It  was  then  obj'ected,  that,  notwithstanding  the  order, 
the  new  petitioning  creditor's  debt  should  be  proved ;  at 
all  events,  it  should  be  proved  that  it  had  been  incurred 
not  anterior  to  the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor. 

The  plaintiffs  then  proceeded  to  give  such  proof,  by  pro- 
ducing cancelled  cheques  drawn  by  the  bankrupt  on  Jones, 
Loyd,  &  Co.  to  a  large  amount ;  but  it  was  properly  ob- 
jected, that  this  was  primft  facie  evidence  of  a  payment  of  a 
debt,  not  of  a  loan,  to  the  bankrupt  by  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co. ; 
and  the  clerk  who  produced  them  being  only  able  to  speak 
from  his  recollection  of  the  books,  that,  at  the  time  some 
of  the  cheques  were  drawn,  the  bankrupt's  account  was 
overdrawn,  and  the  books  not  being  in  Court,  my  Brother 
OreuweU  thought,  and  rightly,  that  this  evidence  was  in- 
•offident.  The  plaintiffs  then  produced  a  promissory  note, 

Qq2 


680  CA818   IN   THE   EXCHEQUKB^ 

Exek.  of  PUas,  dated  long  before  the  fiat^  and  made  by  the  bankrapt, 

'    .    payable  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  for  £150  and  more^  whkji 

Fletcher     they  proved  by  the  clerk  of  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  had  been 

Mannino.     seen  in  their  possession  some  days  before.     The  objectioa 

to  the  sufficiency  of  this  evidence  to  go  to  the  jnij  wm 

renewed,  but  the  learned  Judge  admitted  it. 

We  think  that  this  evidence  is  legitimate  evidence  011I7 
of  the  existence  of  a  debt  at  the  time  the  note  was  so  seen, 
the  date  not  being  any  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the 
note  at  the  time  it  bears  date,  against  a  stranger  to  it,  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt;  and  if 
it  be  necessary  to  prove  by  other  evidence  than  the  order 
itself,  that  the  debt  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  was  sufficient  to 
support  the  commission,  and  was  incurred  not  anterior  to 
the  original  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the  proof  was  insuf- 
ficient. 

And  we  think  that  by  the  act  of  Parliament  it  is  neoei* 
sary  to  give  such  proof;  and  though  the  order  itself,  re- 
citing the  petition  of  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  as  persons  having 
proved  a  sufficient  debt,  is  evidence  of  such  a  petition  (c), 
and  probably  of  such  a  proof  also,  it  is  no  proof  of  tlie 
contracting  that  debt  at  or  after  the  time  of  the  original 
petitioning  creditor's  debt ;  which  is  expressly  made  a  coo- 
dition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  Chancellor's  author- 
ity to  continue  the  commission,  (and  consequently  that  of 
the  Court  of  Review  to  continue  the  fiat),  and  ought  there- 
tore  to  be  proved  as  much  as  the  original  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt,  the  existence  of  which  is  made  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  Chancellor's  authority  to 
issue  the  commission  or  fiat :  nor  is  it  any  proof  that  the 
new  or  substituted  debt  was  of  the  requisite  amount,  or 
contracted  prior  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy;  both  of  which 
also  seem  to  be  necessary.    An4  we  have  the  authority  of 

(a)   See  Com.  Dig.  Bv.  (C),  and  the  authori^  in  1  Stark.  2H 
2nded. 


I 
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the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^  in  the  case  of  Aireton  v.  Exeh,  ofpuat, 


1844. 


Davis  (a),  for  requiring  proof  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sub- 
stituted debt  to  support  the  fiat.  The  point,  indeed^  was  Flbtchbr 
not  fully  argued  in  that  case,  and  it  was  stated  that  the  Manning. 
order  itself  had  since,  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Brancker 
v.  Molyneux,  in  the  same  Court,  been  held  to  be  sufficient 
evidence  of  that  debt.  But,  upon  inquiry,  we  cannot  find 
that  it  has  been  so  decided. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  must  be  a  new 
trial  on  this  ground;  without  adverting  to  the  want  of 
evidence  that  the  promissory  note  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co. 
was  the  debt  proved  by  them  under  the  fiat. 

It  will  be  right  to  add  also,  that  we  think  that  there  is 
great  weight  in  the  argument  so  ably  urged  by  Mr. 
Robinson^  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  recover  for 
the  proceeds  of  the  goods  which  really  belonged  to  the 
first  mortgagee.  Unless  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  in  the  possession  and  apparent  ownership  of 
the  bankrupt,  the  assignees  could  not  recover  in  that  re- 
spect ;  and  as  they  were  seized  by,  and  in  the  custody  of, 
the  sheriff  at  that  time,  it  is  very  difficult  to  say  that  the 
bankrupt  was  then  the  apparent  owner,  if  the  execution 
was  conducted  in  the  ordinary  way  that  an  adverse  execu- 
tion is.  We  mention  this,  as  it  may  lead  to  a  settlement 
of  this  cause,  without  the  expense  of  a  new  trial. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

(a)  3  M.  &  Scott,  138. 
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fV(.  10.  LowETH  v.  Smith  and  Another. 

Trespass  for  IbESPASS. — ^The  declaration  stated^  that  th 

e^rinlpUin.  ^ants,  on  the  20th  of  June,  1843,  with  force  a 

tiff's  dwelling-  ^    broke  and  entered  a  certain  dwelling-house  c 

boase,  and  '  -  ^     .  " 

staying  and  yard  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  &;c.,  and  then  made 

^ere?n  making  noisc  and  disturbance  therein,  and  stayed  and  c 

distarbaiw«  for  ttc^i*^  making  such  noisc  and  disturbance  fo] 

a  long  time,  to  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  four  days  then  next  f 

wit,  for  four 

days  then  next  It  then  went  ou  to  allege  other  trespasses,  b] 

following,  and  j       a_ 

seizing  hU  goods,  &C. 

f?^'  ^t  the        Third  plea,  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering 

breaking  and  dwclling-house  and  brick  yard,  and  staying  and 

dweiiing.hoase,  ing  therein,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  a 

TOntiS^  '**  ^^^^>  ^y  *^®  leave  and  license  of  the  plaintiff,  to 

therein  as  in  scssiou  of  certain  goods  and  effects. 

the  declaration  ^ 

mentioned,  a  Replication,  traversing  such  alleged  leave  and 

the  leave  and  &i^d  i^^w  assignment,  that  the  plaintiff  issued  his 

^ntifft^t?**  declared  thereon,  not  only  for  the  breaking  and 

take  possession  the  said  dwelling-house  and  brick  yard,  and  sta^ 

ofcertain  .       .  ,         .  .  / 

goods.    Repli-  continuing  therein,  as  m  the  introductory  part  oi 

▼ersing  the  third  plea  mentioned,  and  in  the  said  plea  attemp 

leave  and  ii-  justified:  but  also  for  that  the  defendants,  with  : 

cense,  and  new  •^  '  ' 

assignment,  arms,  and  without  the  authority,  and  against  the  1 

tiiat  the  plain- 
tiff issued  his  license  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  at  the  said  times  io 

odJv  ftw"  the*  declaration  in  this  behalf  mentioned,  stayed  and  c 

breaking  and  j^  ^nd  upou  the  Said  dwelliug-house  and  brick  yi 

entenng  the  ^  '^      ^  ^  °  ^ 

dwelling-house  ing  such  noise  and  disturbance  as  in  the  said  dc 

oontUiiJng^  °  mentioned,  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  spaa 

Se'piwi^en-  ^^7®  ^^^^  ^^®'  ^^®  ®*^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  declaration  m« 

tioned,  but  also 

for  that  the  defendants,  without  the  license  of  the  plaintiff,  stayed  and  oontinued  i 
ing-house,  making  such  noise  and  disturbance  &c.,  for  other  and  different  purpose 
in  the  plea  mentioned,  and  for  a  much  longer  time,  to  wit,  three  days  longer,  than  w 
for  taking  possession  of  the  goods : — Heldt  that  the  replication  and  new  aatignnu 
bad  for  duplicity ;  timt  being,  in  the  case  of  a  continuing  trespass,  equally  divisible  I 
pose  as  ipaci. 
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for  other  and  different  purposes  than  those  in  the  said  Bxeh.ofPUas, 
third  plea  mentioned,  and  also  for  a  much  longer  time,  to 
^t,  the  space  of  three  days  longer,  than  was  necessary  for 
tbe  purpose  of  taking  possession  of  the  said  goods,  chattels, 
and  effects  in  the  said  third  plea  mentioned,  which  tres- 
passes, so  newly  assigned,  are  other  and  different  trespasses, 
kc 

Special  demurrer,  for  duplicity  and  multifariousness, 
and  for  departure  from  the  declaration. — Joinder  in  de- 
murrer. 

Cole,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  declaration  com- 
plains of  only  one  continued  trespass  to  the  dwelling-house 
and  brick  yard,  not  of  divers  trespasses  on  divers  days. 
Tb^  third  plea  justifies  the  trespass  so  alleged.    The  plain- 

•  •      • 

tiff  might  either  have  replied,  traversing  the  plea,  or  new 
assigned ;  but  he  was  not  entitled  to  do  both :  Taylor  v. 
Smth  (a),  Cheasley  v.  Barnes  (ft),  Thomas  v.  Marsh  (c), 
GMome  v.  Wyatt  (rf),  Franks  v.  Morris  (e).  [Parke,  B. — 
The  plaintiff  may  traverse  a  right  of  way  across  the  close 
mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  also  new  assign  extra 
viam.  That  seems  to  be  an  authority  against  you.  Though 
tins  is  only  one  trespass,  it  is  one  occupying  some  time, 
•nd  which  is,  therefore,  divisible.]  There  can  be  no  tres- 
pass which  does  not  occupy  some  time.  In  trespass  for  false 
imprisonment,  and  a  justification  under  a  ca.  sa.,  could  the 
plamtiff  traverse  the  writ,  and  also  new  assign  that  the  de- 
fendant kept  him  an  unreasonable  time  in  custody?  So 
ui  an  action  for  expelling  the  plaintiff,  and  keeping  him 
^  expelled  for  a  long  time,  which  is  all  one  trespass ;  could 
^e  plaintiff  deny  the  right  to  expel  him,  and  also  new  as- 
^gn  that  the  defendant  kept  him  out  longer  than  he  ought 
to  have  done?  [Parke,  B. — Most  probably  the  justifica- 
tion of  the  expulsion  would  cover  the  whole  time.]     The 

{•)  7  Taunt.  156.  (rf)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  505. 

(6)  10  East,  73;  (t)  10  East,  81,  a. 

(c)  5  C.  fr  P.  596. 
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Exeiu  qf  Pleat,  trespass  charged  in  Cheasley  v.  Bames  was  one  which  oc- 
cupied a  considerable  time^  and  was  laid  to  have  been  com- 
mitted diversis  diebus,  which  makes  the  case  a  still  stronger 
authority.  There  the  defendants  pleaded^  to  a  count  for 
breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close  and  seiiing  ma- 
nure, and  detaining  it  until  afterwards,  on  the  same  day, 
and  on  divers  other  days,  they  took  it  away  from  the  close,! 
justification  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  a  third  person ;  to  whidi 
the  plaintiff  replied,  admitting  the  judgment  and  writ,  de 
injuria  absque  residue  causse,  and  also  new  assigned,  that 
the  defendants  broke  and  entered  the  close  after  the  re- 
turn of  the  writ :  and  this  was  held  bad  for  duplicity.  Sap- 
pose  the  defendants  here  had  only  pleaded  not  guilty,  could 
the  plaintiff  have  proved  several  distinct  trespasses?  [Parker 
B. — No;  but  he  could  have  proved  that  the  defendant  en- 
tered and  stayed  four  days;  that  he  threw  the  goods  outst 
the  end  of  the  first  day,  and  stayed  three  days  longer.  The 
question  is,  whether  a  trespass  by  continuation  in  pcnnt  of 
time  is  not  equally  severable  as  the  traversing  over  a  con- 
tinuous space  of  a  close.  The  only  limitation  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  make  that,  which  is  one  cause  of  action  in 
the  declaration,  into  two  in  the  replication.  Aldenon,  JL 
— The  declaration  says,  the  defendants  entered  and  stayed 
four  days ;  the  defendant  sets  up  a  justification,  which  en- 
titled him  to  enter  and  stay  for  two  days;  to  which  the 
plaintiff  replies,  I  deny  you  had  any  right  to  enter  at  aD, 
but  if  you  had,  your  only  right  was  to  stay  two  days,  and 
you  stayed  two  days  longer  without  any  colour  of  aatho^ 
ity.]  If  the  continuing  in  possession  amounts  to  a  new 
trespass,  Cheasley  v.  Bames  appears  to  be  a  direct  authorit]^. 


Hayes,  contrd,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  case  of  Cheasley  v.  Barnes  proceed 
upon  this,  that  there  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication  aUeged 
a  &esh  breaking  and  erUering,  one  only  being  alleged  in  the 
declaration.      But  staying  and  continuing  in  a  house  ap- 
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pears  to  be  a  divisible  trespass  in  point  of  time ;  there  is  a  Bxch.  of  PUat, 
fresh  trespass  on  each  day;  then  the  plea  prima  facie  is  an 
answer  as  to  the  whole.  The  plaintiff  then  says^  as  to  part 
of  the  time^  the  defendants  had  no  such  authority  as  they 
allege;  as  to  the  rest^  they  had  no  justification  even  by 
the  license  they  set  up.  It  seems  to  be  as  divisible  as  a 
trespass  is  in  point  of  space^  on  different  parts  of  the  sur- 
tsLCfi  of  a  close. 

Alderson^  B.^  Gurnet^  B.^  and  Rolfe^  B.^  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Ai 


Smith  v.  Sleap.  /v5.  5. 


.SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  non  A  lease  was 
assumpsit.   At  the  trial  before  Aldersan,  B.,  at  the  sittings  granted  to  the 
in  London  in  last  Michaelmas  term,  it  appeared,  that,  in  ^^ich  ^'  to 
the  early  part  of  the  year  1843,  an  agreement  was  pending,  necessary  that 

C.  should  be  a 

whereby  Sawyer  and  others,  trustees  for  persons  who  had  a  confirming 
present  interest  in  some  freehold  property,  were  to  grant  a  attorney  of  the 
lease  thereof  to  the  plaintiff.     In  this  property  a  person  ^2*^  lild  to 
named  Clark  had  a  contingent  interest,  depending  upon  Wm  for  that 
the  death,  without  issue,  of  those  for  whose  benefit  the  the  defendant, 
trustees  were  entitled.     It,  therefore,  was  necessary  that  tomey.an- 
Clark  should  be  a  confirming  party  to  the  lease.    In  order  ■''«jpd  9*® 

°  ^      ^  apphcation,  re- 

quiring certain 
doemncnts  to  be  famished,  &c. ;  for  which  business  the  defendant  had  a  claim  on  C.  It  was 
vltimately  agreed  that  C.  should  concur  in  the  lease,  on  the  terms,  as  the  defendant  contended, 
that  all  the  past  costs,  as  well  as  those  to  be  occasioned  by  his  joining  in  the  lease,  should  be 
paid  by  the  trustees ;  as  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  latter  costs  only  should  be  paid.  The 
lease,  having  been  engrossed  and  executed  by  the  lessors,  was  sent  to  the  defendant  to  procure 
C.'s  execution ;  the  defendant  sent  an  account  of  his  costs  against  C.  to  the  attorney  of  the 
lesKMTS,  who  complained  of  the  amouut ;  on  which  the  defendant  said,  that  C.  should  not  execute 
anlen  that  amount  was  paid  him ;  and  when  C.  had  executed,  refused  to  deliver  up  the  lease 
Bntil  the  whole  amount  was  paid.  The  attorney  of  the  lessors,  after  tendering  a  smaller  sum 
to  the  defendant,  paid  him  the  larger  sum  under  protest,  for  the  plaintiff,  to  obtain  possession 
of  the  lease : — Held,  that  an  action  to  recover  back  the  overplus  was  rightly  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  although  the  latter  merely  acted  as  C.'s  attorney ;  and  that  such 
action  was  maintainable. 
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Exeh.  ofpteas,  to  procure  his  concurrence^  Hudson^  the  attorney  for 
^    ^'    .    trustees,  wrote  to  him  stating  the  circumstances ;  in 
Smith        swer  to  which,  the  defendant,  as  the  attorney  for  Ch 
Slbap.       entered  into  correspondence  with  Hudson,  requiring  fr 
him  a  copy  of  the  will  under  which  Clark  was  interest 
and  other  matters.     For  this,  and  for  searching  for  t 
will,  the  defendant  had  a  claim  on  Clark^  his  client ;  ai 
eventually  it  was  agreed,  that  Clark  should  grant  an 
confirm  on  the  terms,  as  the  defendant  contended,  that  a 
past  costs,'  as  well  as  those  occasioned  by  such  joining  i 
the  lease,  should  be  paid  to  him  by  the  trustees ;  bat,  t 
Hudson  contended,  only  that  such  latter  costs  should  I 
paid. 

The  lease,  having  been  approved  by  the  defendant  f( 

Clark,  was  engrossed  and  executed  by  the  trustees  and  b 

the  plaintiff:  it  was  then  sent  to  the  defendant  to  procoi 

Clark's  execution.   The  defendant,  on  the  14th  April,  aei 

his  account  of  costs  to  Hudson,  who  complained  of  tl 

amount.    The  defendant  said,  unless  the  trustees  paid  i 

Clark  should  not  execute.     On  the  20th  of  April,  the  d< 

fendant  procured  Clark's  execution.     The  account  of  cost 

was  headed  "  Mr.  George  Clark  to  J.  T.  Sleap,''  and  wi 

an  account  charging  Clark  throughout ;  the  amount  in 

17/.  I5s.  6d.     On  April  2l8t,  Hudson  demanded  the  leaf 

of  Slcap,  and  contending,  that  no  costs  were  to  be  born 

by  his  clients,  except  those  occasioned  by  the  executio 

of  the  lease,  and  that  the  charges  were  otherwise  nnfidi 

tendered  7/.  7s,  to  the  defendant,  a  sum  which  exclude 

the  charges  for  the  matters  previous  to  the  agreemen 

between  his  clients   and  Clark.     The  defendant  refoae 

to  give  up  the  lease.     On  the  24th  May,  Hudson  paid  th 

sum  of  17/.  15«.  5(/.,  under  protest,  for  the  plaintiff,  to  pre 

cure  possession  of  the  lease,  which  was  thereupon  given  ia 

by  the  defendant.     This  action  was  brought  to  recoves 

that  sum  of  17/.  15s.  5d.j  or  so  much  thereof  as  was  ofef' 

paid. 
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At  the  trial,  it  was  agreed  to  refer  the  bill,  if  the  plain-  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 
tiff  was  otherwise  entitled  to  recover.    !{;.  was  objected,  that     ^  ^     ^ 
he  W9s.not,,y  and  he  was  nonsuitdd,  with  leave  to  move  to        Smith 
enter  a  verdict  for  what  the  Master  might  find'  to  be  due,        Slbap. 
if  anything.    A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  that  purpose, 
against  which 

Bramwett  {Jervis  with  him)  now  shewed  cause. — ^The 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  on  three  grounds,  viz. 
first,  the  plaintiff  is  the  wrong  person  to  sue ;  secondly,  so 
is  the  defendant  to  be  sued ;  and  thirdly,  if  the  parties  are 
right,  there  is  no  cause  of  action. 

Firat,  The  defendant  is  not  liable  to  this  action.     He 
received  the  mimey  as  the  agent  of  Clark,  and  Clark  should 
have  been  sued :  Bam/ord  v.  Shuttleworth  (a).    Two  persons 
cannot  be  primarily,  liable,,  unless. they  are 'jointly  so,  and 
it  cannot  be  contended,  that  Clark  and  Sleap  could  have 
been  sued  jointly.    If,  then,  Clark  could  h^ve  been  .sued, 
Sleap  cannot.    But  it  is  clear  Clark '  could  have  been,  for 
it  is  clear  Sleap  received  this  money  as  the  agent  of  Clark. 
His  bill  was  a  bill  against  Clark,  and  he  received  that  mo- 
ney in.dijBcharge,  not  of  anything  the  plaintiff  or  the  trus- 
tees owed  him,  bat  of  what  Clark  owed  him.     It  may  be 
tested  thus :  suppose  Clark  had  sued  the  trustees  for  not 
paying  the  bill,  they  surely  would  have  pleaded  that  they 
^^^    If  Sleap  had  sued  Clark  for  his  bill,  Clark  would 
'^ve  pleaded  either  that  Sleap  had  been  paid  by  him,  Clark, 
^^  a  set-off  for  the  17/.  15«.  ^d.  received  to  Clark^s  use 
^y  Sleap.     Or,  suppose  Clark  had  sued  Sleap  for  so  much 
^oney  had  and  received,  must  not  the  latter  have  pleaded 
^  ^t-off  for  his  bill?     All  these  tests  shew  that  Clark  re- 
^^▼ed  the  money  by  his  agent  the  defendant.     There 
^^nld  have  been  no  doubt  about  the  case,  had  Clark  paid 
*ixe  defendant,  and  employed  another  attorney  to  receive 

(a)  11  A.  &  £.  926. 
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Exeh.  of  PUaSf  the  money  on  delivery  of  the  lease.    Ogle  ▼.  Stoney  (a)  and 

/Va//  v.  Vizard  {b),  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  are  dis- 


tinguishable. [Parke,  B. — Snowdon  v.  Davis  (c)  is  against 
you ;  it  was  there  held,  that  a  party  who  had  received 
money  wrongfully  could  not  set  up  as  a  defence,  that  he 
had  received  it  for,  and  paid  it  over  to,  a  third  person.] 
That  case  is  distinguishable,  for  there  the  defendant,  thongh 
he  said  he  received  for  a  principal,  in  truth  did  not  do  so, 
as  he  had  no  authority  from  him  in  fact  or  in  law.  [Alder- 
son,  B. — ^Would  not  trover  have  been  maintainable  here? 
Is  it  not  of  daily  occurrence  to  sue  the  actual  wrong- 
doer, and  may  you  not  always  waive  the  tort,  and  main- 
tain an  action  like  the  present?]  It  is  submitted  not. 
Trover  is  a  difficult  action  to  deal  with,  as  it  is  founded 
on  a  variety  of  fictions ;  but  where  a  party  sues  on  a  con- 
tract, it  must  be  inquired  with  whom  that  contract  was 
made ;  and  here  it  was  made  with  Clark  through  his  agent 
Sleap.  [Parke,  B. — ^No;  we  think  Snowdon  v.  Davis  shews 
there  could  be  no  such  agency.]  If  the  Court  hold,  that  a 
payment  to  A.,  expressly  as  the  agent  of  B.,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  redeeming  goods  wrongfully  detained  by  B.,  and 
a  receipt  by  A.  expressly  for  B.,  would  still  give  a  rigbt 
of  action  against  A.  for  money  had  and  received ;  then, 
indeed,  this  point  is  not  tenable ;  but  it  has  never  been  so 
decided  yet.     [Per  Curiam. — ^We  think  the  law  is  so.] 

Then,  as  to  the  second  point,  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
proper  person  to  sue.  If  a  party  volunteers  to  pay  money 
to  redeem  the  goods  of  another,  he  cannot  recover  it.  The 
question,  therefore,  is,  to  whom  did  this  parchment  be- 
long ?  Could  the  plaintiff  have  maintained  trover  ?  That 
may  be  tested  thus : — ^suppose  the  plaintiff  had  not  pro- 
cured the  lease,  could  the  lessors  have  sued  him  for  rent 
or  breach  of  covenant  ?    Could  they  have  declared  that 


(a)  4  B.  &  Adol.  735;  I  Nev.  &  M.  474. 
(6)  5  B.  &  Adol.  808  ;  2  Nev.  &  M.  455.  (c)  1  TaunL  S59, 


X 
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they  had  demised,  or  the  lessee  had  covenanted  ?     Cer-  Exch.  of  pum, 


1844. 


tainly  not.     But  if  so^  the  parchment  belonged  to  them. 

Or,  suppose  Clark  and  the  trustees  had  agreed  to  destroy        Smith 

this  parchment  and  engross  a  new  one ;  could  the  plaintiff       Slbap. 

have  maintained  trover  or  any  other  action  against  them, 

or  would  any  estate  have  passed  under  this  parchment? 

Certainly  not;  but  if  not,  it  shews  that  the  property  in  this 

particular  parchment  was  not  vested  in  the  plaintiff.    It 

is  immaterial  that  he  was  eventually  to  pay  for  it — see  per 

Taunton,  J.,  in  Prait  v.  Vizard  (a) .    [Alderson,  B. — Yes ;  but 

here  it  appears  that  the  trustees  authorised  the  plaintiff  to 

demand  this  chattel.]    That  is  not  enough ;  it  was  not  his, 

[Parke,  B. — ^No,  not  absolutely,  but  he  had  a  right  to  it 

by  the  license  of  the  trustees;  that  is  enough.]    It  may 

be  admitted,  that,  if  he  had  a  right  to  the  possession  any 

way,  he  may  maintain  this  action;  but  there  is  no  evidence 

that  he  had.     [Alderson,  B. — ^Yes;  the  money  was  paid 

on  his  account  by  the  attorney  for  the  trustees ;  that  is 

evidence  of  their  assent.]     That  cannot  be  denied,  and,  if 

the  Court  find  this  fact  against  the  defendant,  there  is  an 

end  to  this  objection.     [Per  Curiam. — ^We  think  there  is 

evidence  to  that  effect.] 

Then  as  to  the  last  point.  Either  there  was  a  previous 
agreement  between  Clark  and  the  trustees  as  to  what  he 
should  be  paid,  or  there  was  not.  If  there  was  not,  Clark 
or  his  agent,  the  defendant,  might  attach  any  condition 
they  pleased  to  Clark^s  execution.  If  there  was,  the  result 
is  the  same,  with  this  addition,  that  Clark  would  have 
broken  that  previous  agreement  if  he  had  attached  a  con- 
dition different  to  what  it  contained.  Thus,  had  he  agreed 
to  execute  on  being  paid  £10,  and,  on  execution,  had  de- 
manded a  watch  worth  £50,  and  received  it,  trover  would 
not  have  been  maintainable  for  the  watch,  but  he  might 

(a)  5  B.  &  Adol.  813. 
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Sxeh.  qf  Pleat,  have  been  made  liable  for  breach  of  his  agreement.  And 
^  ^^^^'  ^  why  may  he  not  now  ?  If  the  plaintiff's  case  is  rights  how 
Smith  can  Clark  say  he  performed  his  agreement  to  execute  oa 
Slvap.  being  paid  the  stipulated  amount  ?  And  this  is  the  true 
remedy^  if  any^  for  this  1 71.  15#.  6<f.  was  paid  on  a  nev 
bargain.  [Parke,  B. — You  had  no  right  to  attach  a  new 
condition ;  the  parchment  was  the  plaintiff's.  Suppose  a 
ship  is  sent  to  be  repaired  for  £50^  and  the  ship-builder 
demands  £100 ;  would  not  trover  be  maintainable  ?]  Yes ; 
because  the  property  in  the  chattel  cannot  be  derested  by 
a  wrongful  claim.  [Aldersony  B. — Here  the  property  in  the 
parchment  was  in  the  plaintiff,  but  the  condition  was  at- 
tached to  his  executing  it  Parke,  B. — He  had  executed, 
but  not  effectually,  because  it  is  certain  the  defendant  wsi 
not  to  part  with  the  parchment  till  the  bill  was  paid;  there- 
fore the  execution  was  in  the  nature  of  an  escrow.]  No 
formal  words  are  necessary  to  make  a  perfect  delivezy. 
[Parke,  B. — ^No;  but  the  Court  having  held  the  parch- 
ment to  belong  to  the  plaintiff,  how  can  the  defendant 
entitle  himself  to  retain  it  for  a  wrongful  claim?]  He 
does  not.  It  is  conceded,  that  if  Hudson  had  demanded 
the  parchment  as  such  merely,  without  the  advantage  of 
its  being  delivered  to  him  as  a  deed  executed  by  Clarkj 
this  point  could  not  be  made ;  but  he  gets  that  advan- 
tage, and  as  such,  it  is  a  bargain,  and  he  pays  thii 
money  for  that  advantage.  In  the  case  put  of  the  ship, 
if,  after  it  were  sent  to  the  builder,  and  he  refused  to 
do  the  repairs  unless  promised  to  be  paid  the  larger 
sum,  he  was  so  paid,  it  is  submitted  that  no  action,  ex- 
cept on  the  original  broken  agreement,  would  be  main- 
tainable. 

Crowder  and  Taprell,  contr&,  were  not  called  on. 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  defendant  wai 
holding  this  parchment,  and  was  paid  the  17A  1S#.  ^ 
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without  any  right  to  do  so :  if  so.  this  action  is  maintain-   EjccH.  o/PUai, 

1  Ad4 

able  for  the  overplus  paid.  '   ^ 

Smith 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred.  v. 

Slbap. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  what  the  Master  might  find  to  be  over- 
paid^ if  anything. 


Dob  d.  Yobk  v.  Walkeb  and  Another.  -^<p*- 17. 

X  HIS  case  arose  upon  a  special  verdict^  the  material  facts  A  testator,  bj 

his  will,  dated 
of  which  were  as  follows  : —  in  February 

John  Neal,  late  of  Wardley,  in  the  county  of  Rutland,  iSwiuIdTtn 
esquire,  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  hereinafter-  B-  ^  two  tnw- 

^         '  '  ®    .  ^  tees,  to  the  use 

mentioned,  seized  in  fee-simple  of  certain  messuages,  farms,  of  Y.  for  Ufe, 
and  lands  in  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  in  the  county  of  ^errbe^aLT" 
Leicester,  and  in  the  parish  of  Loddington,  in  the  same  ^**"^^^ij? 
county,  and  also  of  several  messuages  and  pieces  of  land  in  tees  and  Y. 

,  -ii^T^i  -^1  /.Tfcii  ■!•      certain  sums  of 

the  parish  of  Belton,  in  the  county  of  Rutland,  and  in  money  on  cer- 
Lingfield  forest,  which  he  had  purchased  of  different  per-  SjIiJ^^J^. 

sons.  tioned,  and  ap- 

pointed them 

The  said  John  Neal  duly  made  and  published  his  will,  executors;  and 
bearing  date  the  20th  day  of  February,  1837,  and  executed  thrC^iegades^of 
and  attested  as  by  law  then  required  for  the  valid  devise  (^ci^troubicTn 
of  freehold  estates,  containing  as  follows:  *'I  give  and  de-  the  execution  of 

his  will.    By  a 

vise  all  and  every  my  messuages,  farms,  lands,  tenements,  codicil  dated  in 
and  hereditaments,  which  I  am  seised  of,  or  entitled  to,  in  i838|'(^ter  the 
possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  situate  in  ■'^g  ^cam*'  to 
the  parish  or  lordship  of  Great  Bowden,  in  the  county  of  operation), 

after  reciting 
the  devises  and 
beqaests  contained  in  his  will,  and  that  he  had  since  determined  to  appoint  C.  an  additional 
troBtee  for  the  purposes  in  his  will  mentioned,  he  gave  and  devised  all  his  messuages,  lands, 
&c.  described  in  and  devised  by  his  will,  and  also  the  several  sums  of  money  therein  mentioned, 
to  C,  his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  upon  the  trusts  in  the  will  mentioned,  and  nominated  him  one 
of  the  execators  of  his  will ;  and  directed  and  declared,  that  it  should  be  read  and  construed  in 
the  laiKie  manner  and  have  the  same  operation  and  effect,  as  if  C.  had  been  named  a  trustee 
«nd  executor  with  the  other  trustees ;  and  bequeathed  to  him  the  like  legacy  of  i^lOO.  And  in 
■fl  other  respects,  the  testator  ratified  and  confirmed  his  said  will : — Held,  that  the  will  was  re- 
pablisbed  by  the  codicil,  and  passed  real  estates  purchased  by  the  testator  after  the  date  of  the 
%m  and  of  ttie  codicU. 
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Exek,  o/pieas,  Leicester^  with  their  rights^  memben^  and  apporteiuuices, 
'  to  James  Burgess,  of  Redlington  Park,  in  the  ooimty  of 
Rutland,  grazier,  and  to  my  nephew  John  Walker,  of 
Belton,  grazier,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  nses  and 
upon  the  trusts,  &c.,  hereinafter  limited,  declared,  or  ex- 
pressed/' These  were,  first,  a  trust  for  the  payment  to  the 
testator's  wife,  Martha  Neal,  of  an  annuity  of  JE200,  with 
the  usual  powers  of  distress  and  entry;  and  subject  thereto, 
the  premises  were  limited  to  the  use  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  James  York,  (the  son  of  the  testator's  wife),  and 
his  assigns  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  divers  re- 
mainders over. 

The  other  messuages  and  lands  of  the  testator  were  abo 
specifically  devised  to  the  same  trustees  for  other  uaet; 
and  he  bequeathed  to  them  and  to  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff divers  sums  of  money  on  certain  trusts  therein  men- 
tioned, and  appointed  them  and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintif 
executors  of  his  will,  and  gave  them  legacies  of  iClOO  eacb 
for  their  trouble. 

On  the  20th  day  of  February,  1838,  the  testator  made  a 
codicil  to  his  said  will,  executed  and  attested  as  was  then 
by  law  required,  which  was  in  the  words  following: — 

*'  This  is  a  codicil  to  the  last  will  and  testament  of  mt, 
John  Neal,  of  &c.,  and  which  I  desire  may  be  anneied 
thereto  and  taken  as  part  thereof.  Whereas^  by  my  hit 
will  and  testament  in  vnriting,  bearing  date  the  20lh  Ffr* 
bruary,  1837, 1  have  given  and  devised  all  my  meisiMgf% 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate  and  being  ia 
the  parish  of  Great  Bowden,  in  the  county  of  Leicester,  te 
James  Burgess  and  John  Walker,  their  heirs  and  assigm, 
upon  certain  trusts  therein  expressed  and  contained.  [Ik 
codicil  proceeded  to  recite  in  the  same  manner  all  the  other 
devises  and  bequests  to  the  trustees  contained  in  the  wiH] 
And  whereas,  since  the  date  and  execution  of  my  snd  vill 
I  have  determined  to  appoint  John  Carmichaelj  of  Grim* 
thorpe  Park,  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  graser  and  citd^ 
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dealer^  a  trustee  and  executor  for  the  purposes  in  my  said  Exeh.  qfPieoit 
recited  will  mentioned^  in  addition  to  the  said  John  Walker,  '  ^ 

James  York,  and  James  Burgess.  Now,  therefore,  I  do  Dob 
hereby  give  and  devise  all  and  singular  my  messuages,  york 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate  at  Great  _.  ** 
Bowden,  Loddington,  Belton,  and  Lingfield  Forest,  afore- 
said, and  described  and  devised  in  and  by  my  said  recited 
wUl,  and  also  the  several  sums  of  money  also  therein  ex- 
pressly mentioned,  unto  the  said  John  Carmichael,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  hold  the  same 
messuages,  &c.,  &c.,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Carmichael, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  the 
trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes,  and  subject  to  the 
powers  and  declarations,  in  and  by  my  said  recited  will  ex- 
pressed and  contained  concerning  my  real  and  personal 
estate  respectively  devised  and  bequeathed  upon  the  trusts 
therein  mentioned  and  declared;  and  I  nominate  and  ap- 
point the  said  John  Carmichael  to  be  one  of  the  executors 
of  my  said  will ;  and  I  direct  and  declare  that  my  said  will 
shall  be  read  and  construed  in  the  same  manner,  and  shall 
bave  the  same  operation  and  effect  in  all  respects,  as  if  the 
said  John  Carmichael  had  been  named  and  appointed  a 
trustee  and  executor  thereof  together  with,  and  in  addition 
to,  the  said  John  Walker,  James  York,  and  James  Burgess, 
mnd  as  if  the  said  John  Carmichael  had  been  in  each  and 
every  instance  throughout  my  said  will  added  to  the  names 
of  the  said  John  Walker,  James  York,  and  James  Burgess; 
and  it  is  also  my  intention,  and  I  give  and  bequeath  to  the 
•aid  John  Carmichael,  so  that  he  may  receive  the  same  pe- 
diniary  legacy  of  £100  sterling,  for  his  trouble  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  trusts  of  my  said  will,  as  the  said  executors 
therein  named;  and  in  all  other  respects,  I  ratify  and  con- 
firm my  said  will.    Witness  "  &c. 

This  codicil  was  attested  by  three  witnesses. 

The  said  John  Neal  died  in  January,  1842,  without  hav- 
ing revoked  or  altered  his  said  will  and  codicil,  or  either 

VOL.  XII.  R  R  M.  w. 
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Rjcrk.  of  rteas,  of  them,  and  the  same  were  shortly  afterwards  duly  prored 

by  the  said  executors  in  the  PrerogatiTC  Court. 

Between  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  codicil  and 
the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator,  he  contracted  for,  and 
acquired  for  the  first  time,  by  conveyance  for  a  money  con- 
sideration, two  other  estates  in  the  parish  of  Great  Bowdea 
aforesaid,  one  of  them  consisting  of  a  messuage,  with  yard, 
garden,  orchard,  out-buildings,  and  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging,  occupying  a  site  of  1  a.  8  r.  24  p.,  and  sereral 
closes  or  pieces  of  land  adjoining,  containing  5 1  a.  1  r.  27  p., 
and  the  other  consisting  of  a  close  containing  &0  acres  or 
thereabouts.  The  said  after-purchased  estates  were,  by  in* 
dentures  of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  respectively  ia 
the  months  of  April  and  June,  1840,  conveyed  and  assured 
to  the  use  of  the  said  testator  for  his  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  use  of  a  trustee  during  his  life,  with  remainder  to 
the  use  of  himself,  the  said  testator,  and  his  appointeei^ 
heirs,  and  assigns,  so  as  to  vest  the  fee-simple  and  imme- 
diate legal  estate  therein  in  the  said  testator,  his  appointees^ 
heirs,  and  assigns.  The  said  testator  died  so  seised  in 
fee-simple  and  well  entitled  to  the  immediate  legal  estate 
of  and  in  the  said  after-purchased  estates,  which  are  the 
premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  ejectment. 

The  said  testator  died  without  issue,  leaving  Jane  Walker, 
one  of  his  sisters,  and  Mary  Elizabeth  Tongue,  the  only 
child  of  his  nephew  William  Neal  Tongue,  his  co-heire«ei 
at  law,  him  surviving,  and  leaving  also  the  said  Jamei 
Burgess,  John  Walker,  John  Carmichael,  and  James  York 
(the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff)  him  surviving,  and  who  are  still 
living.  The  said  Jane  Walker  and  Mary  Elizabeth  Tongue 
are  the  defendants  in  this  action. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  title  to  the  said  p^^ 
mises  as  devisee  thereof  for  life  under  the  said  will  and 
codicil,  alleging  that  they  passed  to  him  by  the  said  dense 
contained  in  the  said  will  of  the  testator's  messuage^ 
farms,  lands,  &c.  in  the  parish  of  Great  Bowden.     Tbe 
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defendants  claim  title  to  the  said  premises  as  co-heiresses  Exeh.  o/Pieas, 
of  the  said  testator,  alleging  that,  as  to  the  said  premises, 
he  died  intestate,  and  that  the  said  premises  descended  to 
them  as  such  co-heiresses. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term  (Jan.  17  and  24)  by 

Kelly,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. — The  question  in 
this  case  is,  whether  the  testator's  will  was  sufficiently  re- 
published by  the  codicil,  so  as  to  pass  estates  purchased 
after  the  date  of  the  will  and  of  the  codicil :  the  will  having 
been  made  before,  the  codicil  after,  the  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26, 
came  into  operation.  The  24th  section  of  that  statute 
enacts,  '^  that  every  will  shall  be  construed,  with  reference 
to  the  real  estate  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  to 
speak  and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately 
before  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention 
shall  appear  by  the  wilV*  Then  the  34th  section  enacts, 
''that  this  act  shall  not  extend  to  any  will  made  before  the 
1st  day  of  January,  1838,  and  that  every  will  re-executed 
or  re-published,  or  revived  by  any  codicil,  shall  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  act  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  at  the  time 
at  which  the  same  shall  be  so  re-executed,  re-published,  or 
revived/^  It  is  submitted,  that  this  will  was  re-published 
and  revived  by  the  codicil,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  The  word  "  re-publish  "  or  "  revive  "  is  not  indeed 
used,  but  the  testator  ratifies  and  confirms  the  will,  which 
ia  equivalent.  If  so,  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  will  had 
been  made  on  the  day  on  which  the  codicil  bears  date ;  and 
then,  by  s.  24,  it  speaks  from  the  time  of  the  testator^s 
death,  and  so  passes  the  after-purchased  estates,  unless  it 
can  be  said  that  a  contrary  intention  appears  from  the 
will.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — And  to  try  that,  suppose  the 
property  had  been  acquired  between  the  date  of  the  will 
and  of  the  codicil ;  can  it  be  doubted  that  it  would  have 
passed  ?]  The  words  on  which  the  defendants'  argument 
is  to  be  founded  are,  no  doubt,  the  words  "  which  /  am 
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Bxeh.  qfPieu,  seised  of  or  entitled  to  in  possession/'  Sec:  it  will  be  ss 
1844. 


that  they  manifest  an  intention  to  confine  the 
the  estates  of  which  the  testator  was  then  actually 
owner.  If  so^  the  same  interpretation  mnst  be  appb 
in  every  case^  except  where  the  testator  expressly  me 
future  words.  *^  All  my  lands^'  equally  mean  '^  all  the  land 
of  which  I  am  seised.^'  The  will  is  to  be  read  as  if  i 
had  been  made  immediately  before  his  death;  if  so,  thei 
words  mean,  all  the  lands  of  which  the  testator  was  tkt 
seised.  It  will,  however,  perhaps,  be  said  also  that  d 
codicil  does  not  revive  the  will :  that  by  the  devise  i 
the  codicil  of  ''all  my  messuages  &c.  sitnate  at  Gra 
Bowden  &c.,  and  described  in  and  devised  by  my  mi 
will,''  the  testator  meant  the  lands  so  described,  and  i 
other.  But  the  word  ''described"  cannot  apply  to  tl 
devise  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  which  is  a  mere  gi 
neral  devise  of  all  the  testator's  lands  in  Great  Bowda 
but  it  may  be  applied  to  the  other  devises,  in  which  ee 
tain  lands  are  specifically  mentioned*  It  is  plain  that  d 
testator  did  not  intend  to  die  intestate  as  to  any  pt 
of  his  property.  Yamold  v.  WalUs  {a)  is  an  authority  t 
the  plaintiff.  Again,  it  may  be  argued,  that  the  appoiii 
ment  of  a  new  trustee  was  the  sole  purpose  of  the  repul 
lication  by  the  codicil,  and  that  it  extends  no  further.  B 
the  codicil  contains  a  recital  of  all  the  devises  in  the  wfl 
and  it  is  declared,  in  the  commencement,  that  it  is  to  I 
taken  as  part  of  the  will,  and,  in  the  conclusion,  that  d 
will  is  in  all  other  respects  ratified  and  confirmed. 

Erie,  contra. — ^The  rule  of  law  formerly  laid  down  ail 
the  operation  of  a  codicil  on  property  purchased  betvtf 
the  date  of  the  will  and  the  codicil,  is  applicable  bo* 
The  codicil  operates  as  a  republication  of  the  wiO;  ba 
whether  the  after-purchased  property  passes  or  not^  i^ 
pends  on  the  terms  of  the  instrument.     Here,  no  doaK 

(a)  4  You.  &  Coll.  160. 
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theoodidl  is  to  be  conatnied  as  a  republication  of  the  will  Bxeh.qf  Pita», 
It  the  period  of  the  testator's  deaths  and  as  passing  the 


property  in  qoestion,  unlesM  a  contrary  intention  agppearM. 
On  this  point  it  is  to  be  observed^  in  the  first  place,  that 
the  words  of  the  codicil  are  expressly  limited  to  the  lands 
deicribed  in  and  devised  by  the  will.  Its  object  is  merely  to 
cuue  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  will  to  pass  to  Carmichael 
jointly  with  the  other  trustees ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it 
hn  that  effect  and  no  other.  The  will  is  revived  only  to 
flie  extent  to  which  the  codidl  was  intended  to  operate ; 
m.  for  the  defined  and  limited  purpose  of  reading  the 
liD  as  if  Carmichael's  name  had  been  originally  intro- 
Awed  into  it  as  a  trustee.  It  is  no  republication  for  the 
purpose  of  the  24th  section  of  the  new  statute.  [Lord 
AHmgeTf  C.  B. — ^Is  it  not  the  same  thing  as  if  the  testator 
hid  re-inserted  in  the  codicil  all  the  words  of  the  will?] 
The  restriction  put  upon  that  rule  of  interpretation,  in 
tte  case  of  the  Countea  of  Strathmore  v.  Bowes  (a),  where 
•tte  oodidl  is  executed  for  a  limited  purpose,  is  applicable 
here.  There  the  testator,  by  his  will,  devised  all  his  firee- 
hdd  and  copyhold  estates  in  trust  for  certain  purposes, 
ind  afterwards  purchased  other  lands,  and  then  made  a 
codicil,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  he  had  devised  all  his 
freehold  and  copyhold  estates  to  the  trustees  named,  he 
revoked  the  same  so  far  as  related  to  two  of  those  trus- 
teei,  and  devised  his  said  lands  &c.  to  the  other  trustees 
opon  the  same  trusts,  and  concluded  with  declaring  the 
codidl  to  be  part  of  his  will.  It  was  held,  that  such  a  re- 
publication of  the  will  did  not  operate  to  pass  the  after- 
POidiased  lands.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — Here  the  testa- 
^  lays,  that  in  all  other  respects  he  ratifies  and  confirms 
^  will.]  But  the  purpose  of  the  codicil  is  merely  the 
'diluted  one  of  so  reading  the  will  as  if  the  name  of  the 
^^  trustee  had  originally  been  contained  in  it.  In  Hughes 
^*  Tiamer  (&),  also,  the  purpose  of  the  codicil  being  merely 

(a)  7  T.  IL4S2 ;  S.  C.  in  error,  {h)  3  Myl  &  K.  666. 

^^t  T.  BowtM,  2  Boi.  &  P.  500. 
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Brck.  q/'PiMt,  to  replace  a  deceased  trustee^  the  corpus  of  the  deyiae  was 
^^  '  held  not  to  be  altered.  Moneypenny  y.  Brtstow  (a)  is  an 
authority  to  the  same  effect.  In  Doe  d.  Ryattr,  BeU{h\  t 
devise  of ''  all  mj  copyhold  estates  situate  in  H.,  and  which 
I  became  entitled  to  on  the  decease  of  my  father/'  wis 
held  not  to  pass  copyhold  estates  which  the  devisor's  father 
had  surrendered  to  him  in  his  lifetime,  though  the  father 
retained  possession  of  them  till  his  death,  which  was  befiore 
the  date  of  the  will;  there  being  no  other  copyholds  of  the 
devisor  answering  the  description  in  the  will.  Ashlef  t. 
JVaugh  (r)  is  strongly  in  point.  There,  the  testator,  having 
made  a  general  devise  of  his  real  estates  by  a  will  made  m 
1829  by  a  codicil  made  in  1833,  substituted  another  trustee 
thereof  in  the  place  of  one  of  those  named  in  the  will ;  aad 
it  was  held  bv  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham,  that  the  codicil 
was  not  such  a  republication  as  to  pass  after-purchased  pro- 
perty. In  Smith  v.  Dearmer{d),  the  testator,  by  his  will,  spe- 
cifically devised  an  estate  to  his  wife,  and  also  (after  certain 
bequests)  devised  to  her  all  other  his  real  estates  not  there- 
inbefore otherwise  disposed  of.  By  a  codicil,  after  reciting 
the  devises  to  his  wife,  the  testator,  in  case  she  should  die 
before  him,  dcrised  all  his  said  estates  to  trustees  on  certain 
trusts.  It  was  held,  that  the  will  was  not  republished  bj 
the  codicil,  so  as  to  pass  estates  purchased  between  the 
dates  of  the  will  and  the  codicil.  In  all  these  cases,  the 
purpose  of  the  republication  being  a  limited  one,  its  effect 
was  equally  limited.  In  Yamold  v.  WaUis,  there  were  no 
restrictive  words  at  all. 

Kelly,  in  reply. — This  will  contains  no  residuary  claose, 
so  that,  no  doubt,  the  estates  specifically  devised  were  all 
the  testator  then  possessed.  The  words  *'  described  in  and 
devised  by,''  in  the  codicil,  are  to  be  construed  reddendo 
singula  singulis ;  part  of  the  estates  are  described  by  name 


(a)  2  RUSS.&  M.  117.  (c)  4  Juri»t,572. 

(6)  8  T.  R.  o79.  {d)  3  Y.  &  J.  278. 
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in  the  will.    The  general  words  at  the  end  of  the  codicil  Bjfch.  ofPUoi, 

1  Aid 

are,  of  themselves^  sufficient  to  make  it  a  republication  of 
the  will  for  all  purposes.  All  the  cases  cited  on  the  other 
dde  differed  from  the  present  in  two  material  respects.  In 
all  of  them  there  was  an  express  reference  to  the  particu- 
lar lands  mentioned  in  the  will;  and  in  none  of  them  were 
there  general  words  of  confirmation  and  republication. 
In  TTie  Countess  of  Strathmore  v.  Bowes ^  Lord  Kenyon  ex- 
pressed a  clear  opinion,  that  a  codicil  confirming  the  will 
generally  would  pass  after-acquired  property.  The  effect 
is,  that  the  testator  then  makes  a  new  wiU,  in  the  same 
terms  as  the  original  one,  with  the  exception  of  the  single 
alteration  introduced  by  the  codicil,  which  new  will,  before 
the  recent  statute,  would  have  passed  property  acquired 
after  the  date  of  the  will  and  before  that  of  the  codicil, 
and  now,  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  will  pass  property 
acquired  at  any  time  before  the  death.  Unless  the  ope- 
ration of  the  codicil  be  restrained  by  clear  words,  such 
ought  to  be  its  construction.  The  object  of  the  devise  only 
is  changed ;  in  all  other  respects  the  testator  declares  his 
intention  that  the  toords  of  his  will  shall  stand,  and  makes 
them  part  of  a  new  will,  transferred  by  the  republication 

to  the  date  of  the  codicil. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  pronounced  by 

Parks,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  a 
special  verdict,  and  was  argued  before  my  Lord  Abinger, 
Barons  Alderson,  Gumey,  and  myself,  during  the  last 
term.  The  only  material  facts  to  be  considered  are  these : 
— Mr.  John  Neal,  on  the  20th  February,  1837,  being  then 
seised  of  lands  in  Great  Bowden,  in  the  county  of  Leices- 
ter, made  his  will,  duly  executed,  and  devised,  inter  alia, 
all  the  lands  of  which  he  was  seised  in  possession  or  rever- 
sion, in  Great  Bowden,  to  two  trustees,  and  their  heirs, 
to  the  use  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  for  life,  with  divers 
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Bxch.  qfPUm,  remainders  over.    Many  other  lands  were  devised  to  the 

same  trustees  for  other  uses,  and  pecuniary  legacies  giyen 
to  them.  Afterwards,  on  the  21st  of  July,  1888,  whidi 
was  after  the  New  Will  Act  came  into  operation,  Mr.  Ned 
made  a  codicil,  duly  attested,  referring  to  ku  wnH  and  ap- 
pointing Mr.  John  Carmichael  an  additional  trostee  and 
executor.  The  testator  died  in  1842,  having,  after  the 
execution  of  the  codicil,  purchased,  and  had  conveyed 
to  himself  in  fee,  two  other  estates  in  Gbreat  Bowden,  of 
which  he  died  seised  in  fee- simple.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  claims  an  estate  for  life  in  these  estates,  as  hav- 
ing passed  to  him  by  the  will,  as  republished  by  the  eo- 
diciL  The  defendants,  who  are  the  heira-at-law,  contend 
that  they  did  not  so  pass,  and  that  is  the  only  queition  in 
the  cause. 

It  cannot  be  disputed,  that  the  codicil,  being  duly  6Xfr> 
cuted,  operated  as  a  republication  of  the  will;  it  is  abo 
clear  that  the  will,  so  republished  by  the  codidl,  and  al- 
tered by  it,  together  with  that  codicil,  constituted  a  sev 
will  of  the  date  of  the  codicil,  and  such  new  wiU,  having 
been  so  executed  since  the  New  Will  Act  (a)  came  inlo 
operation,  must,  by  sect.  24  of  that  act,  be  eonstned, 
*'  with  reference  to  the  real  estate  comprised  in  it,  to  qpeek 
and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed  inunediately  h^ 
fore  the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intentioD 
should  appear  by  the  will.'' 

The  question,  therefore,  becomes  one  of  constmctioDi 
and  is  simply  this,  whether  the  will  and  codicil  together 
pass  only  such  estates  in  Great  Bowden  as  were  deviwdbj 
the  will ;  or  such  estates  in  that  place  as  the  testator  had 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  To  decide  this  question,  it  !)&• 
comes  necessary  to  consider  the  whole  of  the  codidL  It 
is  as  follows: — [His  lordship  stated  the  substance  of  it] 
If  the  codicil  had  contained  nothing  but  the  devise  of  aD 
his  lands  in  Great  Bowden,  &c., ''  and  de$cribed  m  muHt- 

(a)  1  Vict.  c.  26. 
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vised  by  the  recited  will/'  to  Carmichael  as  an  additional  Bxeh.  qfPUoi, 
trustee,  we  shonld  have  probably  thoaght  that  the  case 
fell  within  the  authority  of  Bowes  y.  Bowes  (a),  Hughes  v. 
Turner  {b\  Moneypemny  y.  Bristow  (c),  and  Ashley  y.  Waugh, 
cor.  Lord  Cotienham,  and  concluded  that  the  testator  meant 
only  to  pass  the  same  property  to  the  three  trustees  which 
he  had  before  given  to  the  two;  and,  consequently^  that 
the  after-acquired  estates  would  descend  to  the  defendants 
as  heirs-at-law.  But  the  codicil  does  not  stop  there.  The 
testator  goes  on  to  direct  and  declare  that  his  ydll  shall  be 
read  and  construed  in  the  same  manner,  and  shall  have  the 
same  operation  and  effect  in  all  respects^  as  if  Carmichael 
had  been  named  and  appointed  a  trustee,  together  with, 
and  in  addition  to,  the  two  other  trustees^  throughout  his 
will ;  and  he  gives  to  Carmichael  the  same  legacy  of  £100 
that  he  had  given  to  his  other  trustees,  and  **in  aU  other 
respects  he  ratifies  and  confirms  his  said  wUU^  The  ques- 
tion in  the  case  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  these  last 
words,  which  did  not  occur  in  any  of  the  cases  which  are 
above  cited. 

It  appears  to  us,  that  the  true  construction  of  those 
words,  following  immediately  after  the  directions  he  has 
giyen  for  altering  his  last  will,  by  introducing  the  name 
of  Carmichael,  is,  that  the  testator  thereby  ratifies  and 
confirms  his  will  in  all  other  respects  than  those  in  which 
lie  had  altered  it  by  the  previous  provisions  in  this  codicil; 
and,  consequently,  that  he  may  be  considered  as  having 
made  a  new  will,  of  the  date  of  the  codicil,  exactly  the 
tame  as  the  old  will,  with  the  alterations  contained  in  the 
oodicO.  Such  a  will  would  contain  a  devise  of  all  the  lands 
of  which  he  was  seised  or  possessed  in  Great  Bowden  to 
the  three  trustees  instead  of  the  two,  to  the  use  of  James 
York,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  life ;  and  then,  this  will 


(a)  7  T.  R.  482;  2  Bos.  &  P.  (&)  3  Myl.  &  K.  666. 

500.  (c)  2  Rum.  &  M.  117. 
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Brck.  of  Pleat,  being  constmed  as  speakings  with  respect  to  the  hinds  in 

Great  Bowden^  as  if  it  were  executed  immediately  before 
the  testator^s  deaths  would  pass  the  property  purchased 
after  the  codicil^  and  give  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  an 
estate  for  life ;  and  for  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


p^l,^  3^  VONHOLLEN   V.    KnOWLES. 

The  declaration  ASSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend- 

was  agreed  be-  ^^^  ^^^  possesscd  of  a  Certain  messuage,  &c.,  and  that  it 

*^tiff  *  d  ^^^  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  thit 

the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  should  purchase  of  the  defendant  a  certtin 

tiff  should  pur-  house  and  shop  fixtures,  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned, 

defel^^nf^r-  ^^^  ^^®  ^um  of  ^6150;  that  the  defendant  should  gnmt, 

tain  house  and  ^nd  the  plaintiff  should  take,  a  lease  of  the  said  messuage 

shop  fixtures,  '^  ^ 

specified  in  a  at  the  rent  of  £60,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years ;  that 

torj,  forj^is'o;  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendant,  to  be  executed  by 

^nid^^paid  ^^®  defendant,  an  instrument  in  writing  in  the  form  of  t 

on  uking  pos-  Jeasc  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said  roes- 

session,  and  the 

remainder  of  suage,  which  instrument  was  m  all  respects  such  an  in- 
monej^j  three  strument  as  would,  after  it  should  have  been  executed  b? 
bills  of  ex-         ^jjg  defendant,  have  become  such  a  lease  as  was  so  saeei 

change;  that  '  ^ 

the  defendant  to  be  granted  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  Bresch, 
and  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  had  not  granted  or  executed  to  the 
ittwe^of^hc*  *    plaintiff  any  such  lease  as  he  so  agreed  to  grant. 

messuage  for 

twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  jfGO.  The  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  plaintiff  teDdcnl 
to  the  defendant  for  execution  an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a  lease,  which,  after  it  should  have  boa 
executed  by  the  defendant,  would  have  become  such  a  lease  as  was  so  agreed  to  be  granted  bjtbe 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  traversed  this  averment.  The  indenture  tendered  bf 
the  plaintiff  stated,  that,  as  well  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  ji'150  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  tbe 
defendant,  as  of  the  yearly  rent,  covenants,  &c.,  the  defendant  had  demised  and  leased  aU  ^ 
messaage,  &c. : — Held^  that  the  consideration  was  not  truly  stated,  and  therefore  that  the  ia- 
strument  was  not  such  a  lease  as  was  agreed  to  be  granted  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 
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Third  plea,  that  the  said  instrument  in  writing,  when  Bsck.ofPie<u, 


80  tendered  to  be  executed  as  aforesaid,  was  not  in  all  re-  ' 

spects  such  an  instrument  as  would,  after  it  should  have    Vonholliw 
been  executed  by  the  defendant,  have  become  such  a  lease      Knowles. 
as  was  agreed  to  be  granted  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff. 

At  the  trial  before  Roife,  B.,  at  the  Westminster  Sit- 
tings, in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  following  facts  ap- 
peared. The  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  a  certain  house  and 
premises  from  the  defendant,  under  the  following  written 
agreement : — "  By  memorandum  of  agreement,  the  14th 
of  May,  1842^  between  Charles  Knowles  of  the  first  part, 
and  John  Vonhollen  of  the  other  part,  Charles  Knowles 
agrees  to  sell,  and  John  Vonhollen  agrees  to  purchase,  the 
house  and  shop  fixtures  specified  in  the  inventory,  for  the 
sum  of  £150;  the  stock  in  trade  to  be  taken  at  a  fair 
valuation,  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  said  parties.  And  it 
is  further  agreed,  that  the  sum  of  £125  shall  be  paid  on 
taking  possession,  and  the  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money  by  three  bills  of  acceptance  drawn  for  equal  a- 
mounts,  at  two,  four,  and  six  months  from  that  date.  And 
it  is  further  agreed,  that  the  purchase  shall  be  completed 
and  possession  given  on  Wednesday  next,  the  25th  day  of 
May,  up  to  which  date  the  said  Charles  Knowles  agrees  to 
pay  all  rates,  taxes,  and  gas.  And  it  is  further  agreed, 
that  the  said  Charles  Knowles  shall  grant,  and  the  said 
John  Vonhollen  take,  a  lease  of  the  aforesaid  house,  con- 
taining all  the  covenants  of  the  original  lease,  at  the  clear 
yearly  rental  of  j660,  for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
from  Midsummer  day  next,  up  to  which  date  the  said 
John  Vonhollen  is  to  pay  rent  at  the  rate  of  £60  per  an- 
num, and  subsequently  the  rent  to  be  payable  on  the  four 
regular  quarter  days. 

(Signed)         "  Charles  Knowles. 

"  John  Vonhollen.'' 
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Kxeh,  qfPietUf      **  Memorandum :   Mr.  Vonhollen  has  paid  me  £10  in 

"IQAA 

^    ^     ^     part  of  payment  of  the  purchase-money. 

VoNHOLLBN  "  P.  Broad.'* 

V. 


Kmowlbv. 


The  plaintiff  accordingly  tendered  to  the  defendant  Cor 
execution  a  lease^  which  stated  as  follows :  ''  This  inden- 
ture witnesseth  that,  as  well  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  i£150,  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain^  to  the 
Charles  Knowles  in  hand  well  and  truly  paid  by  the 
John  VonhoUen,  at  or  immediately  before  the  execatkm 
hereof,  (the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged),  si 
also  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  yearly  rents,  coyenanti, 
and  agreements  hereinafter  reserved  and  oontained  on  the 
part  of  the  said  John  Yonhollen,  his  executors,  frc,  to  be 
paid  and  performed,  he,  the  said  Charles  Ejiowles,  hatb 
demised  and  leased  all  that  messuage,''  &c. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  that  this  was  not 
such  a  lease  as  the  defendant  was  bound  to  execute,  inss- 
much  as  by  executing  it  he  would  be  acknowledgiiig^ 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  that  the  £150  was  reoeived  bj 
him  for  granting  the  lease,  and  not  for  the  fixtures;  so 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  were  evicted  by  title  paramount,  snd 
afterwards  brought  an  action  against  the  present  defend- 
ant, he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  from  him  the  iElSO, 
and  also  to  retain  the  fixtures.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
served the  point,  and  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  Te^ 
diet,  he  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  him.  Humfirey  having  obtained  a  rule  aoooid- 
ingly, 

Erie  and  Matthews  shewed  cause. — ^The  lease  tendered 
by  the  plaintiff  was  such  a  lease  as  the  agreement  con- 
templated, and  the  defendant  was  bound  to  execute.  Hie 
consideration  is  truly  stated,  for  it  was  never  contemplBted 
that  the  house  should  be  taken,  and  the  fixtures  should  be 
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taken  as  a  separate  and  independent  bargain.    Therefore  Bxeh,ofPiea», 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  form  of  the  lease.     If  the  Conrt     v   ^^^^'  . 
look  to  the  agreement,  it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  never    Vonhollbn 

Mm 

conld  have  agreed  to  have  the  lease  bnt  for  the  house  and  Knowlu. 
fixtures.  But  the  defendant  would  not,  by  executing  this 
lease,  be  estopped  firom  shewing  that  the  £150  was  paid 
for  the  purchase  of  the  fixtures  only,  and  not  for  the  grant 
of  the  lease.  [Parke,  B. — ^If  he  executes  this  lease,  it  will 
preclude  him  from  denying  that  the  value  of  the  lease  was 
£150.]  It  is  submitted  that  he  might  deny  it,  with  perfect 
consistency  with  this  deed.  In  Rex  v.  Scammonden  (a),  the 
consideration  expressed  in  the  deed  was  £28,  but  parol  evi- 
dence was  admitted  to  prove  that  £80  was  the  real  con- 
sideration. That  case  is  not  distinguishable  from  the  pre- 
aent.  Here  the  defendant  was  at  perfect  liberty  to  shew  that 
the  lease  was  not  the  sole  consideration  for  the  £150.  The 
same  appears  from  Rex  v.  Laindon  (i),  and  Fhill.  on  Ev.  761, 
ed.  1838.  The  defendant  would  not,  therefore,  be  estopped 
by  executing  the  lease  tendered.  The  plaintiff  was  bound 
by  the  Stamp  Act  to  put  the  pecuniary  consideration  for 
the  lease  on  the  face  of  the  instrument. 

HumfreyKad  Pearson,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  stopped 
by  the  Court. 

Alde&son,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute.  Although  the  objection  taken  by 
the  defendant  is  one  that  deserves  but  little  favour,  it 
seems  to  me  that  it  must  necessarily  prevail.  The  plaintiff, 
being  bound  to  tender  a  lease  in  conformity  with  a  certain 
agreement,  has  tendered  one,  which  states  that  the  sum  of 
£1 50,  which,  by  the  agreement,  was  to  be  paid  for  fixtures, 
was  to  be  paid  as  a  consideration  for  the  lease  itself.  Now, 
supposing  this  recital  not  to  operate  as  an  estoppel  upon  the 

{a)  3  T.  R.  474.  (b)  8  T.  R.  371. 


GOC  CASES    IN    THE    EXCHEQDBft, 

Extk.o/pieoM,  defendant^  in  case  an  action  were  bronght  against  him  bj 
v^.^^^J*x  the  present  plaintiff^  still  it  would  place  him  in  a  different 
VoNULLLEN    gituation  from  that  in  which  he  now  stands,  as  it  would 

r.  ' 

Kmowlu.     afford  prim&  facie  evidence  against  him,  which  he  woold 
have  to  rebnt  bj  means  of  witnesses,  or  hj  the  prodaction 
of  the  agreement ;  the  lease  would,  therefore,  be  eridenoe 
against  him,  although  perhaps  not  conclusiYe.     If,  indeed, 
the  agreement  were  capable  of  Mr.  Mattkewt^i  constrao> 
tion,  namely,  that  the  fixtures  were  intended  to  be  denused, 
the  lease  would  be  in  conformity  with  it ;  but  that  is  not 
the  case.     The  agreement  was  for  the  sale  of  the  fixtures 
belonging  to  the  house  and  shop,  the  stock  in  trade  to  be 
taken  at  a  fair  valuation.     The  agreement  then  states,  that 
the  sum  of  £  1 25  is  to  be  paid  on  taking  possession,  and  the 
remainder  by  bills  at  certain  dates.     It  then  further  stipu- 
lates, that  Knowles  shall  grant,  and  Vonhollen  take,  a  leaie 
of  the  aforesaid  house  &c.    This  shews  that  the  sum  of 
£150  is  to  be  paid  for  the  fixtures,  and  that  the  words 
"  house  and  shop  fixtures ''  mean,  not  the  house  together 
with  the  shop  fixtures,  but  the  fixtures  belonging  to  both  the 
house  and  shop.    The  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  bound  to  ten- 
der  a  lease  which  should  state  the  transaction  truly,  and  he 
failed  to  do  this  when  he  represented,  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument  tendered,  that  the  £150  was  paid  for  the  lease. 
He  would  have  been  right  if  he  had  stated  the  £150  to  be 
the  payment  for  the  fixtures,  and  the  £60  for  the  rent    Id 
such  a  case  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  bound  to  execute 
the  lease ;  as  it  is,  the  third  issue  must  be  entered  for  the 
defendant. 

Gi  RNEY,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolota 
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EjfcA.  qf  Pleat, 
1844. 

EsDAiLE  and  Others  r.  Lund.  ^V6.  6. 

JJECLARATION  in  sci.  fa.,  reciting  a  judgment  obtain-  Quare,  whc 
ed  by  the  plaintiflfs  against  the  public  officer  of  the  York-  Stio"C** 
ahire  Agricultural   and  Commercial   Banking  Company,  hM^bte^'ed**° 
and  praying  execution  against  the  defendant,  as  one  of  the  judgment 
members  of  the  Company.  public  officer  of 

Plea  in  abatement,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  issu-  p^^l^sueT 
ing  the  writ  of  sci.  fa.  against  the  defendant,  the  plaintiflfs  ^^\f^^  "  P™- 

j  ^  *  cceding  upon, 

had  elected  to  take  out  execution  against  the  defendant  separate  con. 

and  six  other  persons,  members  of  the  company;  that,  in  sci.  fa.  agiinat 

pursuance  of  such  election,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  same  time,  ging'ljrho  wcr 

sued  out  seven  separate  writs  of  sci.  fa.  against  the  defen-  roembers  of  the 

dant  and  the  said  six  other  persons;  that  proceedings  are  time  the  judg- 

still  pending  on  all  the  said  writs ;  and  that  all  the  said  six  tofnedT^  ^  ' 

persons  are  living,  and  within  the  jurisdiction.  Wherefore,  th^^*?*^^^**' 

inasmuch  as  the  said  six  persons  are  not  joined  with  the  of  ukingsuch 

defendant  in  the  said  writ,  the  defendant  prays  that  the  by  plea  in       ' 

said  writ  and  the  declaration  may  be  quashed.  J^o^hTr^writ^* 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer.  pending,  and 

*'  a  plea  which 

states  that  se- 

Erle,  for  the  plaintiffs. — This  is  a  plea  in  abatement  for  writs  are  pend- 
the  non-joinder  of  other  persons,  members  of  the  banking  J^uitru^t/^'^ 
company,  against  whose  public  officer  the  plaintiffs  have      l^ "  not  ne- 

,  .      .  cessary  to  de- 

recovered  a  judgment.     The  plaiutiffs  rely  on  the  case  of  mar  specially 
Fowler  V.  Bicker  by  (a),  in  which  it  was  decided,  that  the  defect  ^nTpiea 
plea  in  abatement  for  non-joinder,  in  the  writ  of  sci.  fa.,  *°  abatement. 
was  virtually  taken  away  by  the  Banking  Act  {b).  To  give 
such  a  construction  to  the  statute  would  prevent  a  plain- 
tiff from  taking  out  several  concurrent  executions  against 
different  members  of  the  banking  company,  on  the  same 
judgment  against  their  public  officer,  and  would  be  pro- 

(a)  2  Man.  &  Gr.  760  ;  3  Scott,  N.  R.,  138.        (b)  7  Geo.  4^  c.  46. 


608 


CASES   IN   THE   BXCHSqUSB, 


Bxeh.  qfPieoi,  ductive  of  great  inconYenience ;  for  it  is  found  practically, 

that  when  several  are  included  in  the  same  scL  fiiL,  thqr 
sever  in  their  defences,  and  greatly  delay  plaintiffs  in  re- 
covering the  fruits  of  their  judgments.  In  Eardleg  v. 
Law  (a),  LUtledale  J.,  says : — '*  They  may  dispute  their 
having  been  partners,  but  could  they  shew  that  there  are 
solvent  partners  who  might  have  been  proceeded  against?" 
— That  is  directly  in  point. 


Fiizherbert,  for  the  defendant. — The  case  of  Fbwier  v. 
Rickerby  is  not  in  the  least  degree  applicable  to  the  pre- 
sent. The  pleas  in  this  case  have  been  drawn  under  the 
sanction  of  the  more  recent  case  of  Bosanquet  v.  Oraham  (i). 
In  that  case,  whilst  a  sci.  fa.  was  pending  against  several 
members  of  the  bank,  a  fresh  sci.  fa.  was  issued  on  the  same 
judgment  against  two  other  members,  and  a  motion  wis 
made  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  set  aside  the  lat- 
ter sci.  fa.  for  irregularity,  on  affidavits  which  allied, 
amongst  other  grounds,  the  pendency  of  the  previous  ad 
fa.;  and  it  wbs  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that 
**  it  is  not  competent  to  a  party  to  issue  writs  of  scL  fia.  from 
time  to  time ;  he  may  include  in  one  sci.  fa.  all  who  were 
shareholders  at  the  time  of  the  execution,  and  need  not  de- 
clare against  all,  but  only  against  those  whom  he  considers 
capable  of  paying  the  demand:  Fowler  y,  Rickerby.  But  he 
cannot,  after  sci.  fa.  against  selected  individuals,  sue  odt 
other  writs  of  sci.  fa.  whilst  those  are  pending.''  Coleridge, 
J.,  says: — ^'This  clearly  might  be  pleaded;  and  it  is  a 
point  upon  which  the  other  side  should  have  the  oppor> 
nity  of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  error.  There 
is  considerable  difficulty  in  it."  \_Parke,  B. — ^All  that  is 
meant  by  the  learned  Judge  evidently  is,  that  the  proper 
mode  of  raising  the  objection,  if  it  be  one,  is  by  plea.] 
That  is  the  extent  to  which  the  defendant  relies  on  i^  and 

(a)  12  Ad.  &  EIL  81 1 ;  4  P.  &  D.  379.  (b)  7  Jnriit,  831. 
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he  contends  that  it  is  contrary  to  all  the  analogies  and  Breh.qfPUiUf 
principles  of  law,  that  a  plaintiff  should  have  the  power 
of  suing  out  several  independent  concurrent  writs  of  sci. 
£bu  on  the  same  judgment,  and  that  a  reference  to  section 
12  of  the  statute,  which  sajs  that  the  judgment  shall  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  such  judgment  had  been  recovered 
against  the  co-partnership,  shews  clearly  that  no  such 
anomaly  is  contemplated  in  its  enactments. 

The  plaintiffs  must  contend  that,  under  the  statute,  the 
judgment  against  the  public  officer  has  the  same  effect  as 
if  it  were  a  separate  judgment  against  each  member,  and  a 
separate  judgment  against  each  two,  and  against  each 
greater  number  of  members,  and  a  joint  judgment  against 
all  the  members.  But  no  single  judgment  could,  according 
to  any  principles  recognized  by  the  law,  have  such  an  effect. 
A  joint  and  several  judgment  is  a  thing  which  could  not 
be  signed ;  and  if  several  parties  were  to  give  a  joint  and 
several  warrant  of  attorney,  as  it  is  commonly  called,  which 
is,  in  fact,  a  warrant  of  attorney  authorizing  a  joint  judg- 
ment and  several  judgments  to  be  entered  up,  no  one  judg- 
ment could  be  entered  up  to  give  effect  to  such  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  nor  could  both  a  joint  judgment  and  a  several 
judgment  be  entered  on  such  a  warrant  of  attorney  against 
the  same  party ;  but  the  plaintiff  must,  at  his  election,  either 
enter  up  a  joint  judgment  or  several  judgments.  And  the 
reason  of  this  obviously  is,  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  first 
principles  of  law,  that  a  plaintiff  should  have  a  legalized 
and  recognized  right  to  have  several  concurrent  remedies 
against  different  parties  for  the  whole  of  the  same  demand. 
It  may  be  said,  that  it  is  every  day's  experience,  that  plain- 
tiffs in  fact  have  such  a  power  conceded  to  them  in  the 
case  of  joint  and  several  promissory  notes,  or  bonds,  or  re- 
cognizances. But  there  is  a  clear  distinction  between 
those  rights  which  are  given  by  contract  between  the  par- 
ties, and  those  which  are  given  by  the  act  of  the  Court.  It 
would  be  in  vain  for  Courts  of  law  to  lay  down  as  a  princi- 
ple^  that  only  one  action  should  be  pending  at  a  time  against 

VOL.  XII.  s  s  M.W. 
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for  the  party  who  lends  his  money  requires  the  party 
who  borrows  to  give  such  a  power;  it  is  often  reason- 
able that  the  lender  should  have  such  a  power,  and  the 
contracting  parties  fully  intend  that  he  should  have  it; 
therefore,  when  several  actions  are  brought  concurrently 
against  the  several  parties  to  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note,  the  Courts  do  not  allow  a  plea  in  abatement,  which 
would  be   inconsistent  with  the  written  contract  of  the 
parties ;  nor  do  they  interfere,  till  they  see  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  exacting  more  than  his  whole  demand.     But  when- 
ever they  see  that  the  plaintiff  is  receiving  more  than  tbe 
whole  amount  of  the  debt,  then  they  interfere  on  motion, 
and  by  the  exercise  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  relieve  the 
defendants  firom  the  consequences  of  the  position  in  which 
their  own  improvidence  had  placed  them.    But  there  is  no 
analogy  between  such  a  case,  and  that  of  a  Court,  by  its 
judgment,  authorizing  a  party,  under  legal  process,  to  levy 
concurrently  for  the  whole  of  his  demand  against  serenl 
different  partners,  and  giving  the  defendants  no  protection 
but  by  an  appeal  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
to  restrain  the  plaintiff  from  making  an  unfair  use  of  the 
powers  which  the  Court  has  placed  in  his  hands.    Again, 
it  is  contrary  to  first  principles,  that  one  judgment  should 
be  allowed  to  branch  out  into  several  independent  sniti: 
Panion  v.  Hall  (a).     It  may  be  said  on  the  other  side,  that 
the  case  of  several  writs  of  sci.  fa.  against  the  various  ter- 
tenants  in  several  counties  is  an  instance  of  a  judgment 
branching  out  into  several  independent  suits ;  bnt,  even  in 
that  case,  each  ter-tenant  is  so  far  interested  that  he  ii 
allowed  to  plead  that  a  ter-tenant  in  another  county  has 
not  been  summoned:  Prynne  v.  Slaughter  (6);  and  this, not- 
withstanding 22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  2,  enacting  that  an  ex- 
tent should  not  be   vitiated  by  the  omission  of  any  of 

{a)  2  Salk.  598.  (6)  2  Vent.  104. 
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the  tenements,  and  Boxing  the  remedy  for  contribution  Bgeh.qf  Pleas, 
mgainst  persons  having  lands  extep4ible.  The  observa- 
tions in  the  notes  to  i^emm  v.  Morton  (a),  as  to  the  con- 
'tequences  of  a  ter-tenant  neglecting  to  avail  himself  of 
«ach  plea^  are  impoHant  to  this  view  of  the  case.  [Alder^ 
WHy  B. — ^There  iiuio  aiialogy  between  proceedings  against 
ter-tenants,  and'4)iose  against  the  shareholders  after  a 
judgment  against  thfe  public  oflScer.]  The  defendant 
does  not  contend  that  there  is  any  such  analogy;  but  he 
says,  that,  as  a  general  rule  of  law,  one  joint  judgment 
cannot  be  allowed  to  branch  out  into  several  independent 
•uits,  and  that — as  even  the  instance  of  ter-tenants  in  seve- 
ral counties,  where,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  there 
must  be  several  writs,  is  not  an  exception  any  further 
than  that  necessity  requires —that  instance  ought  not  to 
be  allowed  as  any  argument  against  the  general  position 
for  which  the  defendant  contends.  The  case  of  Raynes  v. 
Jones  (6)  shews  the  strictness  with  which  the  Courts  require 
writs  of  execution  to  follow  the  judgment ;  and  the  only 
sound  reason  which  can  be  assigned  for  maintaining  this 
exact  conformity  is,  to  prevent  needless  applications  founded 
on  affidavit  to  restrain  plaintiffs  from  an  abuse  of  the  pro- 
cess of  the  Court,  and  to  insure  that  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested shall  be  brought  before  the  Court  when  such  appli- 
cations are  unavoidable.  The  fact  that  the  Courts  require 
a  sci.  fa.  under  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  shews  that  they  are  not 
willing  to  introduce  any  anomaly  in  their  practice,  and  yet 
no  one  can  suppose  that  a  sci.  fa.  was  contemplated  by  the 
framers  of  that  statute.  Surely,  then,  it  would  be  incon- 
sistent to  require  a  sci.  fa.,  in  order  to  prevent  the  neces- 
sity of  trying  by  affidavit  the  simple  question  whether 
the  defendant  was  one  of  the  partners,  and  yet  to  intro- 
duce the  necessity  of  trying  on  affidavit  the  conflicting 
rights  of  a  number  of  different  defendants  in  different 

(«)  2  Sniind.  Oa.  (6)  9  M.  &  W.  104, 
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statute  never  take  place  except  when  the  bank  itaelf 
has  become  insolvent,  and  when  this  is  the  case  each  dif« 
ferent  shareholder  has  a  separate  interest  from  the  rest 
Even  if  the  Court  is  willing  to  take  on  itself  the  adjoik- 
ment  of  the  conflicting  rights  of  different  defendants  in  a 
number  of  concurrent  sci.  fa/s,  what  power  have  they  to 
bring  all  those  defendants  before  them, — what  power  to 
make  a  decision  in  one  action  binding  on  the  defendanti 
in  the  others  ?  It  is  easy  for  the  Court  to  say,  we  will  take 
care  that  the  plaintiff  shall  not  exact  more  than  his  whok 
demand,  but  what  machinery  have  they  to  carry  such  s 
resolution  into  effect  ?  If  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  le* 
parate  concurrent  sci.  fa's,  against  each  separate  partner, ke 
may  have  several  different  defendants  in  custody  at  tk 
same  time,  on  ca.  sa.'s  in  several  different  actions  all  fouDd* 
ed  on  the  same  judgment,  and  he  dares  not  release  anyone 
without  receiving  from  him  the  whole  amount  of  bis  deb^ 
lest  it  should  be  held  to  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of 
the  debt.  If  the  parties  come  before  the  Court  for  direc- 
tion under  these  circumstances,  what  order  can  it  make? 
If  any  one  defendant  refuses  to  be  bound  by  the  dedsioa 
of  the  Court  on  motion,  in  what  manner  can  the  Govt 
compel  him  to  be  so  ?  These  are  some  of  the  difficoltiei 
which  may  be  suggested,  and  the  simple  way  to  preveDt 
them  is,  not  to  open  the  door  to  anomalies  unsapporteJ 
either  by  the  practice  or  principles  of  the  law.  The  defend- 
ant contends  that  the  stat.  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  gives  the  sane 
effect  to  a  judgment  against  the  public  officer  as  a  judg- 
ment against  the  whole  of  the  partners  would  have,  if  aD 
were  named ;  that,  by  reason  of  the  names  of  the  partaen 
not  appearing  on  the  record,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaiatiff 
to  issue  a  sci.  fa.  before  he  takes  out  execution,  and  that  t9 
such  sci.  fa.  there  can  be  no  plea  in  abatement  for  the  dob* 
joinder  of  those  partners  against  whom  the  plaintiff  does 
not  elect  to  proceed,  but  that  the  partners  procee<fed 
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against^  whether  many  or  few^  are  proceeded  against  under  ArcA.  ofPUat, 
a  joint  judgment^  and  are  the  representatives  of  the  whole 
co-partnership ;  and  that^  although,  after  the  first  sci.  fa.  is 
retomedy  if  it  has  been  ineffectual,  a  fresh  sci.  fa.  may  be 
iasued  either  against  the  same  partners  or  others  without 
leave  of  the  Courts  yet  there  cannot  be  several  independent 
sci.  fa/s  pending  at  the  same  time. 

And  if  the  defendant  be  right  in  this  construction  of 
the  statute,  then  the  case  of  Bayce  v.  Douglas  (a)  shews 
that  such  an  objection  may  properly  be  pleaded  in  abate- 
ment. The  sections  of  the  statute  on  which  the  defend- 
ant relies  to  establish  his  construction  of  the  statute,  are 
B8.  9,  12, 13,  and  14.  [Parke,  B. — If  the  plea  is  sustain- 
able at  all,  it  can  only  be  as  a  plea  of  another  action  pend- 
ing^ and  then  it  is  bad  for  multiplicity,  for  it  relies  on 
six  different  writs  of  sci.  fa.,  all  of  which  it  alleges  to  be 
pending;  and  if  the  main  argument  is  good,  any  one  of  them 
would  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  plea  in  abatement.]  The 
plea  is  not  specially  demurred  to  on  that  ground;  besides 
which,  the  defendant  says,  in  the  beginning  of  the  plea, 
that  the  plaintiff  elected  to  proceed  against  the  seven,  and 
therefore  the  seven  ought  to  have  been  all  joined.  [Parke, 
B. — ^The  statutes  of  Elizabeth  and  Anne,  respecting  special 
iemurrers,  do  not  apply  to  pleas  in  abatement;  and  it  is 
aowhere  said  that  the  plaintiff  elected  to  proceed  against 
the  seven  jointly.]  As  the  point  is  new,  and  one  of  con- 
nderable  importance,  perhaps  the  Court  would  permit  the 
iefendant  to  amend  his  plea,  by  confining  it  to  one  of  the 
icL  fisi/s. 

Pabke,  B. — ^We  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  to  express 
my  opinion  on  the  subject  of  the  construction  of  the  sta- 
tute; if  we  had  to  decide  that  point,  the  argument  might, 
perhaps,  be  found  to  require  some  consideration ;  but  on 

(a)  1  Camp.  61. 
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Exeh.o/Pieat,  that  point  we  express  no  opinion.     If,  however,  it  were 

assumed  that  several  concurrent  writs  of  sci.  fa.  were  open 
to  objection,  still  this  demurrer  must  be  decided  for  the 
plaintiff,  on  account  of  the  defendant  having  set  forth  in  it 
six  writs  all  pending,  instead  of  relying  upon  one.  And 
as  this  is  a  dilatory  plea  after  a  judgment  recovered,  the 
Court  cannot  shew  it  any  favour,  and  will  not  give  the 
defendant  leave  to  amend.  Therefore  there  must  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  of  respondeat  ouster. 

Judgment  of  respondeat  ouster. 


Feb.  6. 

To  debt  on 
bond,  condi- 
tioned to  paj 
mone  J  on 
demand,  the 
defendant 

S  leaded  that  no 
emand  had 
been  made  be- 
fore action. 
Replication, 
that  there  had 
been  such  a 
demand,  con- 
cluding to  the 
country  :^ 
Held,  that  the 
replication  wai 
good. 


Thorns  v.  Jenkins. 

UeBT  on  bond. —  The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the 
condition,  which  was,  that  the  bond  should  be  void,  ''if 
the  defendant  should  well  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid,  to  the  plaintiff,  £170  on  demand.''  Plea,  that  no 
demand  had  been  made  before  the  commencement  of  the 
suit. 

Replication,  that  there  had  been  such  a  demand,  con- 
cluding to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  the  replica- 
tion was  informal,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  assign  any  breadi 
of  the  condition ;  and  also  that  it  ought  to  have  concluded 
with  a  verification,  and  not  to  the  country. 

Merewether,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  replica- 
tion is  bad.  There  could  be  no  cause  of  action  until  there 
had  been  a  demand  and  refusal.  The  case  is  similar  to 
that  of  Hayman  v.  Gerrard  (a),  which  was  an  action  of 
debt  on  bond,  conditioned  to  render  an  account  of  all  snch 
sums  of  money  and  goods  as  were  due  and  belonged  to  one 


(a)  ]  Saund.  101. 


HILARY  VACATION^  7  VICT.  615 

William  Norrell  at  the  time  of  his  deaths  which  should  in  Bxek,  of  Plea*, 
any  way  come  to  the  defendant's  hands.  The  defendant 
pleaded^  that  no  goods  or  sums  of  money  came  to  his 
hands.  The  plaintiff  replied^  that  a  silver  bowl,  which  be- 
longed to  the  said  Norrell  at  the  time  of  his  death,  came 
to  the  hands^of  the  defendant,  concluding  with  a  verifica- 
tion ;  and  on  demurrer,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  replica- 
tion was  bad  for  not  assigning  a  breach,  viz.  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  make  a  dividend  or  pay  the  per  centage ; 
but  that  the  conclusion,  with  an  averment,  was  proper. 
But,  in  a  note  at  the  end  of  the  case,  the  reporter  expresses 
an  opinion  that  the  replication  was  bad  for  the  conclu- 
sion, but  well  enough  for  the  other  point.  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted, however,  that  that  case  was  held  not  to  be  law  in 
Meredith  v.  Allen  (a).  [Parke,  B. — The  plea  admits  and 
excuses  a  non-performance,  and  it  is  sufficient  for  the  re- 
plication to  deny  that  excuse  in  all  cases,  except  in  the 
case  of  debt  on  bond  for  the  non-performance  of  an  award. 
The  defendant  says,  I  am  not  bound  to  pay  the  money,  be- 
cause there  is  a  condition  precedent  which  you  have  not 
complied  with,  namely,  the  making  a  demand.  The  repli- 
cation negatives  that,  and  properly  concludes  to  the  coun- 
try.] The  replication  does  not  say  that  the  defendant  did 
not  pay.  Might  not^the  defendant  have  rejoined  that  he 
did  pay  ? 

Parke,  B. — No ;  that  would  be  a  departure  from  the 
plea.  The  replication  is  good,  and  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Alderson,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Montague  Smith  was  to  have  argued  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Carth.  115;  1  Salk.  138. 
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Feb.  6.  Bailey  and  Another  v.  Sweeting. 

To  an  action  of  UeBT,  by  the  plaintiffs^  as  executrixes  of  Betty  Bailey, 

missory  note'*  deceased^  on  a  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of  30/.  15«.  9d., 

^i^e^dliene^t"  ^^^  ^^  *^®  defendant,  payable  on  demand  to  the  laid 

pleaded,  ex.  B.  Bailey;  with  counts  for  interest  and  on  an  account  stated. 

cept  aa  to  21/. 

9«.,  payment ;  Plea  to  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action,  except  u 
21/.  9«.,  pay.  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^'*  ^^*>  parcel  &c.,  payment  to  the  plaintifiii, 
ment  of  that       ^  executrixes,  of  £200  in  satisfaction;  and  as  to  21A9»., 

fum  into  Court,  '  '  ' 

and  that  he  payment  of  that  sum  into  Court ;  and  that  ''the  defendant 
debted  to  the  never  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  executrixes  as  afore- 
gre^^r  aim>mit  ®*^^'  *^  *  greater  amount  than  the  sum  of  21/.  9*.,  in  re- 
Uian  the  sumof  gpect  of  the  said  sum  of  21/.  98,,  parcel  as  aforesaid;  and 

Zlf.  9#«f  in  re> 

apect  of  the        that  the  plaintiffs,  as  executrixes  as  aforesaid,  have  not  sos- 
21/.  9«.,  parcel   tained  damage  by  reason  of  the  detention  thereof  to  a 
tib^  plSftiffiT*     greater  amount  than  the  sum  of  sixpence.'^ 
badnotsuatain-       Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes  (amongst  others) 

ed  damage,  by 

reason  of  the  that  the  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant  brings 
thereof?  to  a  ^^^^  Court  the  damages  by  the  said  plea  admitted  to  have 
SSfS  *^*"*°^  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  executrixes  as  aforesaid, 
6d.  I'-Heid  or  offers  the  plaintiffs  any  means  of  obtaining  the  said 
demurrerl^^  damages  without  further  prosecuting  and  maintaining  the 
^mJSr       ««id  action. 

with  the  form 
given  by  the 

ruleof  T.T.,         Barsiow,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plea  admits 

that  the  plaintiffs  have  sustained  damage  beyond  the  sum 
paid  into  Court,  and  not  having  paid  the  amount  so  con- 
fessed into  Court,  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  say 
'^  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  not  further  to  maintain  their 
action."  The  plea  is  a  departure  from  the  form  given  bf 
the  rule  of  Trin.  Term,  1  Vict.  The  form  appears  to  have 
been  drawn  up  for  the  action  of  assumpsit,  but  the  de- 
fendant has  altered  it  to  suit  the  action  of  debt;  and 
as  in  debt  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  some  damages,  tlie 


1  Vict. 
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form  of  this  plea  is,  perhaps^  more  critically  correct  than  ^'^^^  of  Pleat, 
that  given  by  the  rule  of  Court.     But  supposing  that  to  be  - 

80^  and  that  the  defendant  is  warranted  in  departing  from        Bailey 
the  form  given  by  the  rule  of  Court,  he  should,  at  all     Sweeting. 
events,  have  paid  the  sixpence  into  Court.     K  he  had  pur- 
sued the  form  given,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  com- 
plained j  but  this  plea  tends  to  embarrass  the  plaintiffs. 

Cowling^  contra. — ^The  plea  is  good.  The  allegation  as 
to  damage  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.  The  plea  does 
not  profess  to  answer  the  damages,  but  the  debt  only,  as  is 
evident  from  the  commencement  of  it.  In  an  action  of 
debt  it  is  sufficient  to  answer  the  debt  itself.  In  Higgins 
V.  Sargent  (a),  Holroyd,  J.  lays  down  the  rule,  that  what- 
ever satisfies  the  debt,  is  enough ;  the  damages  are  merely 
collateral.  He  says,  ''  The  action  of  debt  was  the  specific 
remedy  appropriated  by  the  common  law  for  the  recovery 
of  a  sum  certain.  Now,  in  that  action,  the  defendant  was 
summoned  to  render  the  debt,  or  shew  cause  why  he  did 
not  do  so.  The  payment  of  the  debt  satisfied  the  sum- 
mons, and  was  an  answer  to  the  action."  [Parke,  B. — The 
allegation  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  sustain  further  da- 
mage is  surplusage,  and  the  plea  would  perhaps  have  been 
good  without  that  allegation.]  The  averment  as  to  da- 
mage is  merely  surplusage ;  but  assuming  it  to  be  other- 
wise, the  proper  course  for  the  plaintiffs  was  to  have  signed 
judgment. 

Barstow,  in  reply. — The  plaintiffs  have  been  embarrassed 
by  this  mode  of  pleading.  They  could  not  take  issue  upon 
it,  otherwise  the  replication  would  have  been  double. 

Parke,  B. — The  Judges  took  the  trouble  to  draw  a  sta- 
tutory form,  which  answers  the  demand  in  substance,  and 

(a)  2  B.  &  Cr.  348;  3  D.  &  R.  613. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  porsoed  the  form  so  given^ 

-     and  not  having  done  so^  I  think  the  plea  is  bad,  and  that 

Baii.ct       the  defendant  had  better  amend.    The  plaintiffs  altege, 

SwKrriNo.     and  with  some  reason^  that  they  hare  been  embarrassed  by 

this  mode  of  pleading. 

Alderson^  B. — This  plea  tends  to  embarrass  the  plain* 
tiffs.  Suppose  they  wish  to  say  that  more  than  21/.  9f.  is 
due  to  them,  how  are  they  to  reply  to  this  plea?  What  is 
the  use  of  an  act  fixing  the  form  to  be  drawn  np  by  tbe 
Judges^  if  it  is  not  to  be  adhered  to?  The  defendant  ougbt 
to  have  pursued  the  form  given  by  the  rule  of  Court,  and 
not  having  done  so^  he  must  pay  the  penalty  of  departing 
from  it. 

Ou&NEY^  B.^  and  Rolfe^  B.^  concurred. 

Leave  to  the  defendant  to  amend ;  otherwise 
judgment  for  the  plainti£b. 


Feb.  17. 


A.  paid  to  a 
banking  com' 
pan  J  a  sum  of 


Hill  and  Others^  Assignees  of  James  Knapton  and 
William  M'Kay,  Bankrupts^  v.  Smith^  Public  Officer, 
&c. 

iVsSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiffs^  as  assignees  of  Messrs. 

Knapton  and  M'Kay^  bankrupts^  against  the  defendant,  as 

money,  for  the    one  of  the  public  registered  officers  of  the  Leeds  and  West 

apecific  purpose  •        /^  rm 

of  providing  for  Riding  Banking  Company.     The  first  count  of  the  deds- 
change  for  that   ration  statcd^  that  before  the  making  of  the  promise^  &C| 

amount,  drawn 

by  A.  upon  the 

company's  London  bankers.   A.  was  at  that  time  indebted  in  a  larger  amount  to  the  campuj, 

who,  instead  of  applying  the  money  according  to  his  instructions,  placed  it  to  the  credit  of  to 

account  with  them.   The  bill  was  renised  acceptance,  and  while  it  remained  unpaid  in  the  haA 

of  the  holder,  A.  became  bankrupt : — Held,  that  his  assignees  were  entitled  to  recorcr  fron  tke 

company,  in  a  special  action  of  assumpsit,  the  whole  amount  of  the  bill. 
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and  before  the  bankruptcy,  to  wit^  on  the  4th  day  of  Feb-  Exeh.  ofPUoi, 
ruary,  1843,  the  said  James  Knapton  and  William  M'Kay 
carried  on  trade  or  business  under  the  style  or  firm  of 
James  Knapton  &  Co.,  and  were  customers  of  and  dealt 
and  kept  an  account  with  the  said  co-partnership,  in  the 
way  of  their  trade  and  business  as  bankers;  and  the  said 
co-partnership  then  employed  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon, 
&  Co.  to  be,  and  they  then  were,  the  London  agents  and 
correspondents  of  the  said  banking  co-partnership ;  that 
before  making  the  said  promise,  the  said  James  Knapton 
and  William  M'Kay  had  accepted  a  certain  bill  of  ex- 
change drawn  by  one  George  Ogden  upon  them,  for  54/. 
lbs.  6d.,  and  had,  by  their  acceptance,  made  the  same  pay- 
able in  London,  at  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co.,  and 
had  delivered  the  same,  so  accepted,  to  the  said  Greorge 
Ogden,  and  the  said  bill,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said 
promise,  was  shortly  about  to  become  due  and  payable ; 
that  before  &c.,  the  said  James  Knapton  and  William 
M^Kay  had  made  and  drawn  two  other  bills  of  exchange, 
and  had  directed  the  same  to  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon, 
&  Co.,  [describing  them — one  being  for  JEIOO,  payable  two 
months  after  date  to  Messrs.  Naylor  &  Grarside,  and  the 
other  for  285/.  10^.,  payable  at  the  same  date  to  Messrs. 
James  Wade,  Son,  &  Co.],  and  delivered  the  said  two 
last-mentioned  bills  respectively  to  the  said  parties  to 
whom  the  same  were  made  payable  as  aforesaid ;  of  all 
which  the  said  banking  company,  before  and  at  the  mak- 
ing of  the  said  promise,  had  notice ;  and  thereupon,  and 
before  the  said  James  Knapton  and  William  M'Kay  be- 
came bankrupt,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  February,  1843,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  and  that  the  said  James 
Knapton  and  William  M'Kay,  at  the  request  of  the  said 
banking  company,  had  then  paid  to  the  said  banking  com- 
pany, and  the  said  banking  company  had  then  accepted 
and  received  from  the  said  James  Knapton  and  William 
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Bsck.  ofPieoM,  M'Kay^  a  sum  of  £440,  for  the  purpose  and  to  the  intent 

that  the  said  banking  company  would  advise  and  cause  the 
said  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon^  &  Co.  to  pay  and  retire, 
when  due  and  payable,  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  accept- 
ed, payable  at  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co.'s,  as  afore- 
said, and  to  accept,  on  presentment  thereof,  the  said  two 
other  bills  so  directed  to  the  said  Messrs.  Williams,  Dea- 
con, &  Co. ;  and  then  had  also,  at  the  like  request,  pro- 
mised the  said  banking  company  to  pay  them  their  com- 
mission and  reward  for  such  advising  and  causing  to  pay 
and  retire  and  accept  as  aforesaid ;  the  said  banking  com- 
pany promised   the  said  James   Knapton  and  William 
M^Kay,  that  they  the  said  banking  company  would  advise 
and  cause  the  said  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co.  to 
pay  and  retire,  when  due  and  payable,  the  said  bill  of  ex- 
change so  accepted,  payable  at  Messrs.  WiUiams,  Deacon, 
&  Co.'s,  as  aforesaid,  and  to  so  accept,  on  presentment 
thereof,  the  said  two  other  bills  so  directed  to  the  said 
Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co.,  as  aforesaid.   Breach,  that 
although  the  said  bills  became  due  before  the  commence 
ment  of  this  suit,  and  the  said  first-mentioned  bill  was  pre- 
sented for  payment,  and  the  other  bills  for  acceptance,  at 
Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &Co.'s,  before  the  bankruptcy,  yet 
the  said  banking  company  did  not  nor  would  advise  or  cause 
the  said  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon  &  Co.  to  pay  and  retire, 
when  due  and  payable,  the  said  bill  of  exchange  so  ac- 
cepted, payable  at  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co's.,  as 
aforesaid,  or  to  accept,  on  presentment  thereof,  the  said  two 
other  bills  so  directed  to  the  said  Messrs.  Williams,  Deacon, 
&  Co.,  as  aforesaid ;  by  means  and  in  consequence  where- 
of, the  said  first-mentioned  bill  was  not  paid,  and  was  dis- 
honoured when  presented  for  payment ;  and  the  said  two 
other  bills  were  also  refused  acceptance,  and  were  dis- 
honoured when  presented  for  acceptance;  and  the  said 
James   Knapton   and   William   M'Kay  were  forced  and 
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obliged  to  pay  and  did  pay  the  several  sums  of  money  in  Bxeh,  qfPieaa, 
the  said  several  bills  of  exchange  mentioned^  and  were 
damnified  in  the  way  of  their  trade  and  business  to  a  large 
amount^  &c. 

The  declaration  contained  also  counts  for  money  had  and 
received  by  the  banking  company  to  the  use  of  the  bank- 
rupts before  the  bankruptcy^  and  on  an  account  stated  with 
them  before  the  bankruptcy ;  and  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived to  the  use  of,  and  on  an  account  stated  with^  the 
plaintiffs  as  assignees. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the  banking  company 
did  not  promise,  &c. ;  secondly,  to  the  second  and  third 
counts  of  the  declaration,  a  set-off  for  monies  due  from  the 
bankrupts,  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  to  the  banking 
company,  for  money  lent,  money  paid,  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, and  on  an  account  stated ;  with  an  averment  that 
the  company,  when  they  so  gave  credit  to  the  bankrupts, 
had  no  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy :  to  which 
there  was  a  replication  of  not  indebted. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings after  Michaelmas  Term,  it  was  admitted  that  the 
sums  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  amounting  together  to 
iS440,  were  paid  by  the  bankrupts  before  their  bankruptcy, 
in  February  1843,  to  the  banking  company,  for  the  specific 
purpose  of  meeting  therewith  the  bankrupts'  acceptance 
for  54/.  15«.  6d.,  payable  at  Williams,  Deacon,  &  Co.'s,  the 
London  bankers  of  the  company,  and  providing  for  two 
other  bilb  drawn  by  the  bankrupts  on  Williams,  Deacon, 
&  Co.,  in  favour  of  the  respective  parties  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  the  amount  of  which  together  was  385/.  10«. 
The  bankrupts  were  at  that  time  indebted  to  the  banking 
company  in  a  larger  amount  than  £440,  and  the  company, 
instead  of  applying  the  money  according  to  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  bankrupts,  placed  it  to  the  credit  of  their 
banking  account.  The  consequence  was,  that  the  accept- 
ance for  54/.  15«.  6^^.,  which  had  been  given  in  payment  of 
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S9ck,i^Pi§Mt  rent  due  from  the  bankrupts^  was  dishonoured  whendite, 

and  the  amount  thereof  was  levied  bj  distress  on  the  bank- 
rupts' goods :  the  other  two  bills  were  also  refused  sooe^ 
ance^  and  remained  unpaid  in  the  hands  of  the  holden 
until  the  bankruptcy.  On  these  facts^  the  learned  Judge 
was  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  clearly  entitled  to 
recover  the  54/.  lbs.  6d.,  as  the  bankrupts'  estate  was  m- 
doubtedly  damnified  to  that  extent ;  but  he  was  dispoied 
to  think  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  recover^  in  respect 
of  the  other  bills^  more  than  nominal  damages ;  because^ 
supposing  the  ultimate  loss  to  the  bankrupts'  estate  to  be 
the  proper  measure  of  damages^  the  non-payment  of  those 
bills  produced  no  loss,  for  the  only  consequence  was,  thit 
the  holders  of  the  bills  thereby  became  entitled  to  prove  for 
the  amount  under  the  fiat^  instead  of  the  banking  com- 
pany. His  Lordship,  therefore,  directed  a  verdict  fiv 
54/.  15^.  6d.,  giving  the  plaintiffs  leave  to  increase  tbed^ 
mages  to  £440,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  thej 
were  entitled  to  recover  the  whole. 

Kelly^  in  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly; 
contending  that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  recovefi  for 
the  breach  of  contract  complained  of,  the  same  amount 
which  the  bankrupts  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover, 
if  they  had  sued  before  the  bankruptcy.    Against  this  rde 

Baines  and  Ellis  shewed  cause  (February  5). — ^It  is  not 
denied  that  an  action  is  maintainable  by  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrupt  for  unliquidated  damages,  accrued  before  tbe 
bankruptcy,  for  non-performance  of  a  contract  made  witl 
the  bankrupt:  Wright  Y.Fairfield  {a)  \  Thorpe  v.  Thorpei^]- 
and  it  may  also  be  conceded,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  eatitM^ 
as  to  the  two  bills  in  question,  to  a  verdict  for  nominti  (b- 
mages  for  the  breach  of  duty,  according  to  the  doctrine  }M 

(a)  2  B.  &  Adol.  727.  {h)  3  B.  &  Adol  5W. 
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down  in  Marzetti  v.  Williams  {a),  and  that  class  of  cases ;  Srch.  of  Please 
although  there  might  perhaps  be  some  question  whether 
that  doctrine  be  applicable  to  assignees  of  a  bankrupt.  But 
the  measure  of  damages  recoverable  by  the  assignees  is  the 
injury  which  the  bankrupt's  estate  in  their  hands  has  sus- 
tained by  the  non-performance  of  the  contract :  it  is  tliai 
of  which  they  complain,  and  unless  they  prove  an  actual 
damnification  of  the  estate,  they  are  entitled  to  no  more 
than  nominal  damages.  No  such  injury  is  shewn  in  this 
case :  the  estate  now  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees  is  just 
the  same  in  amount  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  bank- 
ing company  had  performed  their  contract  and  paid  over 
the  money,  the  only  difference  being  that  the  two  bills 
have  been  proved  against  the  estate  by  other  parties,  in- 
stead of  by  the  company,  the  amount  proved  being  pre- 
cisely the  same.  It  would  be  different,  if  the  assignees 
could  disaffirm  the  contract,  and  put  the  money  to  a  differ- 
ent use ;  but  by  bringing  this  action  they  ajQSrm  the  con- 
tract; and  the  question  is,  what  have  the  assignees,  as 
trustees  for  the  whole  body  of  creditors,  lost  by  the  breach 
of  it  ?  It  will  be  argued  that  the  assignees  are  entitled 
to  recover  just  as  much  as  the  bankrupts  would  have  had  a 
right  to  recover  if  they  had  remained  solvent :  but  that  pro- 
position cannot  be  supported.  The  bankrupt  acts  do  not 
give  the  assignees,  eo  nomine,  a  right  to  bring  all  such  ac- 
tions as  the  bankrupt  might  have  brought ;  that  is  only  a 
right  engrafted  by  the  Courts  upon  the  words  which  give 
them  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  bankrupt.  The  case  of 
Hancock  v.  Caffyn  {b)  shews  what  is  the  ground  on  which 
the  assignees'  right  of  action  is  established.  There  the  de- 
fendant, a  lessee  for  a  term  of  years,  had  underlet  the  pre- 
mises to  one  NichoUes,  and  received  rent  from  him ;  but 
neglecting  to  pay  the  rent  due  to  the  superior  landlord,  the 
latter  distrained  on  NichoUes,  who  subsequently  became 

(a)  1  B.  &  Adol.  415.  (b)  8  Bing.  359  ;  1  M.  &  Scott,  521. 
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Bxeh.o/PUait  bankrupt;  and  it  was  held^  that  the  damage  incoired  by 
^  '   ^     this  distress  was  an  injury  for  which  his  assignees  might 
Hill         sue.     Tindal,  C.  J.,  says  : — "  The  third  objection  is,  that, 
Smith.       &t  all  events^  no  sach  right  of  action  as  this  passes  to  an 
assignee  under  the  bankrupt  law.     Undoubtedly,  there  is 
a  large  class  of  actions  in  which,  though  an  action  lies  for 
the  bankrupt^  the  right  does  not  pass  to  his  assignees,  ai 
for  injuries  to  person  or  reputation  ;  but  we  should  not  gin 
due  effect  to  the  statute,  if  we  were  to  hold,  that  a  right  did 
not  pass  arising  out  of  an  injury  which  has  lessened  the 
amount  of  the  fimd  belonging  to  the  creditors.^^   The  ground 
of  that  decision,  therefore,  was,  that  the  distress  was  an 
injury  to  the  estate^  by  lessening  the  amount  of  the  fnnd 
belonging  to  the  creditors.    [Alderson,  B. — If  the  party  do 
not  perform  his  contract,  then,  according  to  justice,  be 
ought  to  pay  back  the  money  to  him  from  whom  he  re- 
ceived it.    If  the  company  had  done  so  here,  the  bank- 
rupts  would  have  had  it,  both  debts  remaining  unpaid,  and 
the  assignees  would  have  had  so  much  the  more  to  hsve 
paid  both  debts  with] .  The  declaration  does  not  complain 
of  the  not  pajring  back,  but  of  the  breach  of  contract  in  not 
paying  the  money  over  to  Williams  &  C!o.  Porters.  Forfey  (a) 
is  a  strong  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  the  injorj 
to  the  estate,  and  not  the  amount  which  the  bankrupt  him- 
self might  have  recovered,  is  the  measure  of  damages  in  an 
action  by  the  assignees.     There,  A.,  having  hired  a  car- 
riage from  B.,  let  it  to  C,  who  damaged  it  by  using  it  im- 
properly, and,  it  being  returned  so  damaged  to  A.,  he  sent  it 
to  B.,  who,  with  his  assent,  repaired  it.    A.  became  bank- 
rupt, and  B.  proved  under  the  commission  the  amount  doe 
to  him  for  the  repairs.     A.'s  estate  not  having  paid  nor 
being  able  to  pay  any  diridend,  it  was  held  that  his  as- 
signees could  recover  nominal  damages  only  for  the  breack 
of  contract,  the  estate  not  haring,  under  the  circumstance^ 


(a)  9  Bing.  93 ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  141. 


^ 
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been  actually  damnified.  lindal,  C.  J.,  there  says,  ^'As  Exch.  qf  pieag, 
to  the  question  of  damages,  if  the  bankrupt  before  his 
bankruptcy  had  done  the  necessary  repairs  himself,  or  had 
paid  for  them  when  done,  he  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
entitled  to  the  whole  sum  which  was  laid  out ;  or  if  his 
estate  had  actually  paid,  or  had  been  proved  to  be  ever  likely 
to  pay,  any  part  of  the  amount  proved  against  it,  such  pro- 
portion would  have  been  the  measure  of  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  bankrupt's  estate.^'  In  Brewer  v.  Dew  {a) 
it  was  held,  that  a  right  of  action  in  trespass  for  seizing  and 
taking  the  plaintiff's  goods  under  the  false  claim  of  a  debt, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  annoyed  and  prejudiced  in  his 
business,  and  believed  by  his  customers  to  be  insolvent,  and 
certain  lodgers  left  his  house,  did  not  pass  to  the  plaintiff's 
assignees  on  his  bankruptcy,  because  it  was  an.  injury  for 
which  the  jury  might  give  vindictive  damages,  beyond  the 
mere  value  of  the  goods.  So,  in  Spertce  v.  Rogers  {b),  a 
right  of  action  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the 
plaintiff's  house  and  garden,  and  making  a  great  noise  and 
disturbance  therein,  &c.,  whereby  the  plaintiff  and  his  fa- 
mily were  greatly  harassed,  disturbed,  and  annoyed  in  the 
peaceable  possession  of  his  dwelling-house,  was  held  not  to 
vest  in  the  assignees  on  his  bankruptcy.  There,  Wright  v. 
Fairfield  being  cited  as  an  authority,  that  the  assignees 
might  sue  for  unliquidated  damages  which  accrued  before 
the  bankruptcy  by  non-performance  of  a  contract,  Parke, 
B.,  says,  '^  Because  that  was  part  of  the  personal  estate.  It 
was  a  contract  relating  to  personal  property,  and  the  action 
was  for  a  wrongful  act,  which  prevented  a  profit  from  coming 
to  the  assignees."  [Parke,  B. — A  writ  of  error  is  pending 
in  that  ca8e(c).]  Howard  v.  Crowther  {d),  where  it  was 
held  that  a  right  of  action  for  the  seduction  of  a  servant  does 

(a    11  M.  &  W.  627.  firmed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer 

(b)  Id.  191.  Chamber,  but  the  writ  of  error  has 

(c)  The  judgment  of  the  Court  been  carried  to  Dom.  Proc. 
of  Exchequer  has  since  been  af-  (d)  8  M.  &  W.  601. 

VOL.  XII.  T  T  M,  W. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pietu,  not  pas8  to  the  assignees  of  the  master,  proceeds  on  the  tsnic 

principle.    Alderson,  B.,  there  says,  **  The  service,  for  the 
loss  of  which  this  action  is  brought,  is  of  more  value  to  one 
t*han  to  another/'    IParke,  B. — Here  the  bankrupts  might 
have  declared  specially,  and  so  defeated  the  set-off  and  re- 
covered the  full  amount.]     So  it  might  have  been  said  in 
Porter  v.  Vorley,  that,  if  the  bankrupt  had  soedj  he  wonld 
have  got  the  full  amount  of  damages ;  but  the  transference 
from  the  bankrupt  to  his  assignees  changes  the  nature  of 
the  right.     When  they  come  to  claim  in  respect  of  the  m- 
jury  done  to  the  estate^  the  balance  is  struck  between  all 
parties.     It  is  the  same  as  if,  before  the  bankruptcy,  tlie 
bankrupts  had  sued  in  a  form  which  would  have  enabkd 
the  banking  company  to  plead  their  set-off.     The  tedh 
nical  difficulty  of  circuity  of  action  no  longer  exists.  Ai- 
shanan  v.  Findlay  (a)    may  be  cited  for  the   defendant 
There  the  bankrupts,  before  their  bankruptcy,  had  remitted 
a  bill  to  the  defendants  in  London,  with  directions  to  get  it 
discounted  and  apply  the  proceeds  in  a  particular  way.  The 
defendants  did  not  get  the  bill  discounted,  but  received  the 
money  when  it  became  due,  before  which  time  the  bank- 
rupts had  stopped  payment,  and  desired  to  have  the  billi 
returned  to  them  :  it  was  held,  that  their  assignees  weie 
entitled  to  recover  the  amount,  as  money  had  and  receifed 
to  their  use.    But  the  ground  of  that  decision  is  explained 
by  Lord  Tenterden  in  Thorpe  v.  Thorpe  ;  there  the  complaint 
was,  for  turning  the  bill  into  money  at  all  after  the  coun- 
termand given  by  the  bankrupts,  and  an  action  of  troier 
might  have  been  maintained  for  it.    That  case,  therefiMe, 
is  distinguishable  from  the  present. 

Cowling,  contra. — This  case  ought  to  be  considered  as  if 
no  bankruptcy  had  intervened,  in  which  case  it  is  dear 
that  the  bankrupts  could  have  recovered  the  whole  amooiit 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  738 ;  4  Man.  &  R.  693. 
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If  the  parties  who  receive  the  money  upon  snch  a  contract  Bxeh,  of  Pleat, 
do  not  fulfil  it,  it  is  their  duty  to  return  it  to  the  owner.  ^^'^^' 
The  question  turns,  not  on  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
estate,  but  on  the  coniraci  between  the  parties.  It  is  a  con- 
tract of  principal  and  agent.  All  that  the  agents  have  to  do 
is  to  obey  the  directions  of  the  principal,  whose  money  it  is, 
and  to  whom,  if  they  do  not  obey  them,  they  are  bound  to 
return  it.  [Atdersan,  B. — ^The  returning  it  would  not  have 
precluded  an  action  by  the  bankrupts  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  the  contract;  nothing  can  save  them  from  an  ac- 
tion, but  pajdng  it  over  according  to  the  directions.]  Per- 
haps not ;  but  till  it  is  paid  over  they  are  the  mere  servants 
of  the  bankrupts,  and  the  measure  of  damages  for  not 
doing  BO  is  the  amount  of  the  fund  of  which  the  bankrupts 
are  deprived.  Suppose  it  had  been  a  bill  of  exchange,  if 
the  bank  had  attorned  to  the  holder,  he  might  have  re- 
covered the  whole  amount  against  them ;  if  not,  so  also 
oould  the  bankrupts,  at  the  moment  of  the  bankruptcy ; 
mnd  so  now  might  the  assignees,  for  the  bankrupt  laws 
place  them  in  the  same  position  as  the  bankrupts,  as  to 
all  beneficial  interests.  If  all  the  beneficial  interest  passes, 
then  the  amount  of  damages  is  the  whole  fund ;  because, 
if  the  bankrupts  had  got  it,  it  would  have  passed  to  the 
assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  In  one  sense  it  is 
true,  that  assignees  can  only  recover  for  the  damage  to  the 
estate ;  but  as  to  property  which  ought  to  belong  to  the  e9- 
tote,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  property. 
It  is  different  with  respect  to  the  damage  to  property 
which  has  already  vested  in  the  assignees.  Colson  v. 
Welch  (a)  was  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  by  the 
defendant  with  the  bankrupt,  to  pay  over  to  a  third  per- 
son, a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  the  proceeds  of  certain 

(c)  1  Esp.  370. 

T  T  2 


jLffrt.  rr /^A-m  ^M»^  liT  nassL  'sus  uokzvgc  sK«e  koi  m  ddiicfj  order; 

uix  X  ▼*»  lesiL  I3dc  socsL  an  ictiBB,  ahhnagh  it  was  fisr 
-n.;«urihir/ir  iaouceiw  vai  maiacndUe  br  the  nngiiees, 
iQti  rft--*g  i2e  ffi*'wnans  caoii  BOt  ci»i  hjinarlf  of  a  set- 
zi  J:pi3dc  lae  'sftUTvpc  Hut  aMhuiiue*  all  support  this 
^jtrv  TTniptf  T.  FiimjUiid;  Anaiif  t.  HKJiaw  (c).  In  Jby- 
mim£  T.  /k'di  i  is  u  lud  domu  that  the  ri^ts  of  assig- 
nsei  i.-:*:  £C  cxacicun  are  co-estessve  in  tliis  reqiect 
Ccolii  ^cc  I2e  eucsian  of  thcK  faankmpti  have  necoyered 
ihe  viOtt£  aT'tvina':  r  Snppose  there  had  been  no  exprm 
ati[rs«ai£ci  t^  xat  ever  the  moner,  but  merelr  a  direction 
s»  io  ic>.  ^z^  h  &ad  cMwiited  of  a  bill  of  eichange,  the 
hkz^r&ccs  cuMuti  have  necofieied  it  in  troier,  on  the  refonl 
OS  zz^  cc^2A£T  cither  to  fmw  over  or  letnm  it.  ITkmi  right 
oi  aiccka  wooid  hare  paiied  to  the  anagnees,  and  in  troTcr 
tLey  voo^  have  lecofeied  the  whole raloe;  (see  per Pdrb^ 
J^  is  Kiienef  t.  Cmnimn  (c) } ;  and  if  ao»  whj  not  in  the 
preKn:  ctse?  The  two  cases  are  perfidctly  annlogons,  the 
onir  dinTerenee  being  in  the  mere  fiorm  of  the  action.  Why 
shooid  the  aaagnees  be  allowed  to  bring  an  action  meiety 
to  lecoTcr  nominal  damages?  The  true  principle  is,  thst 
they  stand  in  the  same  position  as  the  bankrupt,  and  the 
same  question  of  principal  and  agent  applies  to  aasigneei 
and  a  defendant,  as  to  the  bankrupt  and  that  defendant 
The  oases  relating  to  injunr  to  personal  feelings^  or  to  acts 
of  trespass,  bare  no  application  to  the  present.  As  to 
the  case  of  Porter  v.  Vorley^  there  the  carriage  was  not  the 
bankrupt^  and  his  estate,  therefore,  was  not  injured  at  slL 
Buchanan  v.  Findlay  is  an  authority  in  fiftTOur  of  the  phdn- 
tiffs.  Then,  if  they  are  entitled  to  succeed  at  all,  they 
clearly  are  entitled  in  this  form  of  action,  which  is  founded 
upon  the  contract,  and  is  the  same  as  was  adopted  in  Cot- 
son  y.  fFetch,    It  was  not  necessary  for  the  declaration  to 

(a)  11  M.  &  W.  315.     (b)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  588.     (c)  2  a  &  AdoL  72.1 
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state  expressly  that  the  money  was  not  returned,  for  it  Eseh.  ofPhoM, 

need  not  shew  that  which  is  the  necessary  result  of  the     ^  ^^^'   . 

breach  of  contract.  Hill 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  ^  ^' 

Smith. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pabke,  B. — ^This  case  was  argued  before  us  a  few  days 
ago,  during  the  sittings  after  term;  cause  being  shewn 
against  a  rule  to  increase  the  damages  from  54/.  15«.  Qd. 
to  j£440  and  interest,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  by  my 
Brother  Alderson,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried. 

The  plaintiffs  are  assignees  to  Knapton  &  Co.,  and  brought 
this  action  on  a  special  promise  by  the  defendants,  the  Brad- 
ford Banking  Company,  to  the  bankrupts,  in  consideration 
of  £4M  paid  by  them  to  the  defendants,  to  pay  with  part 
an  acceptance  of  the  bankrupts  for  54/.  15«.  6^/.,  made  pay- 
able at  Williams  &  Co.'s,  the  defendants'  London  bankers, 
and  with  the  residue  to  pay  two  bills  of  the  bankrupts  in 
fiivour  of  Taylor  &  Co.  and  Wade  &  Co.  The  bankrupts, 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  were  indebted  to  the  defendants 
in  more  than  £440 ;  and  the  defendants  did  not  perform 
their  contract,  but  misapplied  the  money,  by  putting  it  to 
the  credit  of  Knapton  &  Co.'s  account.  The  result  was, 
that  the  acceptance  for  54/.  15^.  6d,  was  dishonoured,  and, 
having  been  paid  for  rent,  the  amount  was  obtained  by  a 
distress  on  the  bankrupts'  goods.  The  other  two  bills  were 
unpaid,  and  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  holders  until 
the  bankruptcy.  These  facts  being  admitted,  my  Brother 
Alderson  thought  that  the  plaintiffs  were  clearly  entitled  to 
recover  the  54/.  \5s.  6d.,  for  the  bankrupts'  estate  was  un- 
questionably damnified  to  that  extent;  but  he  doubted 
whether  they  could  recover  more  than  nominal  damages 
for  the  non-payment  of  the  other  bills ;  because,  supposing 
the  ultimate  loss  to  the  bankrupts'  estate  to  be  the  proper 
measure  of  damages,  the  non-payment  of  the  bills  produced 
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Sxch.  o/piauf  none,  for  the  holders  of  the  bills  thereby  became  entitled 

>  '  ^     to  prove  the  amount,  and,  if  they  had  been  paid,  the  bankers 

Hill         would  hare  been  unpaid  precisely  the  same  amount,  and 

Smith.       would  have  proved  exactly  so  much  more  than  they  did. 

My  Brother  Aldersan,  therefore,  directed  a  verdict  for 

54/.  15«.  6d.  only,  giving  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  increase 

the  amount  to  £440  and  interest,  if  the  Court  should  think 

them  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount. 

On  the  consideration  which  this  case  has  now  undergone, 
we  all  concur  in  opinion,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
to  make  the  rule  absolute. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  ultimate  loss  to  the  estate, 
according  to  the  result  of  proofs  upon  it,  without  regard  to 
the  question,  how  much  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have 
recovered,  is  the  true  criterion  of  damage.  The  debts  due 
to  the  bankrupt,  and  the  damages  to  be  recovered  by  him 
for  the  breach  of  contracts  relative  to  the  bankrupt's  per- 
sonal estate,  and  which  affect  its  value,  pass  as  personal 
estate  to  the  assignees.  We  need  not  inquire  further 
as  to  the  description  of  contracts,  the  damages  for  the 
breach  of  which  belong  to  the  assignees,  for  this  question 
is  still  sub  judice ;  but  for  this  sort  of  contract  the  ss- 
signees  are  undoubtedly  entitled  to  recover,  and  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  bankrupt  himself  as  to  his  right  to  re- 
cover, as  they  do  with  respect  to  his  debts,  for  the  recovery 
of  which  they  had,  by  1  Jac.  1,  c.  15,  s.  13,  and  have  bj 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  25,  the  like  remedy  that  the  bank- 
rupt himself  had.  His  rights  to  personal  estate  are  their 
rights,  and  the  damages  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his  per- 
sonal estate  are  due  to  them.  What,  then,  is  the  amoant 
of  damages  which  the  bankrupt  would  himself  have  re- 
covered? A  jury  might,  most  properly,  give  the  fiiD 
amount  of  money  placed  in  the  defendants'  hands,  and 
misapplied ;  and  the  jury  in  this  case  did  give  that  amount 
contingently,  provided  they  were  warranted  by  law  in  gi^ 
ing  the  assignees  the  damages  sustained  by  the  bankroptey; 
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and  we  think  they  were  warranted.    When  the  defendants  Bxeh.ofPieai, 
refused  to  perform  their  contract^  they  ought  to  have  re-     .     ^'   . 
turned  the  money  to  the  bankrupts ;  and^  if  they  did  not^  Hill 

the  bankrupts  might  have  treated  it  as  money  had  and  re-  Smith. 
ceived  to  their  use,  and  recovered  the  amount  in  indebitatus 
assumpsit,  if  the  defendants  had  not  been  their  creditors; 
and  the  circumstance  of  their  being  so  to  an  equal  amount 
is  only  material,  as  it  would  have  given  them  a  defence,  in 
that  form  of  action,  under  the  statutes  of  set-off,  which 
were  enacted  for  preventing  the  necessity  of  cross  actions. 
But  it  would  have  given  a  defence  in  consequence  of  the 
form  of  action  only — not  on  the  merits ;  and,  the  form  of 
action  being  changed  into  one  of  special  assumpsit,  there 
would  be  no  defence  at  all.  This  is  laid  down  in  Thorpe  v. 
TTiorpe  (a),  and  in  Cohon  v.  Welch  (i),  which  was  confirmed 
by  the  Court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The  bankrupts 
would  clearly  have  recovered  the  full  amount  against  a 
wrong-doer  not  a  creditor.  Why  should  a  wrong-doer  be 
in  a  better  position,  when  the  law  gives  him  no  right  of  set- 
off, either  under  the  statutes  of  set-off,  or  the  mutual  credit 
clause  in  the  Bankrupt  Act  ? 

It  was  well  argued  by  Mr.  Cowling^  that,  if  a  bill  of  ex* 
change  had  been  delivered  to  the  defendants  to  be  handed 
over,  and  the  defendants  had  converted  it  to  their  own  use, 
the  assignees  might  have  brought  an  action  of  trover,  and 
recovered  the  full  value  of  the  bill  at  the  time  of  the  conver- 
sion; and  that  it  made  no  real  difference,  that  money,  not  a 
bill,  was  misapplied.  The  case  of  Porter  v.  Vorley  (c)  was, 
however,  cited  as  an  authority,  that  the  true  measure  of  da- 
mages was  the  amount  of  injury  to  the  bankrupts'  estate  in 
the  hands  of  the  assignees,  as  distinguished  from  the  da- 
mage recoverable  by  the  bankrupts  themselves  if  they  had 
been  plaintiffs.  The  case  is,  however,  no  authority  for  that 
position.     The  circumstances  of  it  were  very  peculiar;  and 

(a)  8  B.  &  Ad.  580.  (b)  Cor.  Lord  Kenyan,  1  Esp.  379. 

(c)  9  Bing.  93  ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  141. 
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Ejceh.  o/Piea$,  the  Court  decided  that  only  nominal  damages  were  recoTer- 

able^  because  they  thought  that  neither  the  bankrupt  him- 
self^ nor  the  plaintiffs^  as  assignees  of  his  estate^  had  sus- 
tained any  damage  by  the  breach  of  the  defendant's  con- 
tract. We  think,  for  the  reasons  before  given^  that  the 
plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  are  entitled  to  recover  all  the  bank- 
rupts could  have  recovered  for  the  breach  of  the  contract 
declared  upon ;  and,  consequently,  the  rule  must  be  made 

absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Feb.  17.       Heath  and  Two  Others,  Executrix  and  Executors  of  Wil- 
liam Thomas  Heath,  Deceased,  r.  Chilton. 

Under  a  written  UeBT  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to 
twoofthrM°^  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  as  executrix  and  executors, 
Sone  had^^^°  and  ou  au  account  stated  with  them  as  executrix  and  exe- 
provedthewiil)    cutors.     Plea,  nunouam  indebitatus,  on  which  issue  w» 

C.  received  the    ,    , 
amount  of  cer-    jomed. 

from'the  tenants  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  in 

^^  hl*h**t'h  "tea-  ^^^^^7  Term,  it  appeared  that  this  was  an  action  brought 

totor  had  a  by  the  three  plaintiffs,  who  were  the  executrix  and  execu- 

and  gave  a  re-  tors  of  William  Thomas  Heath,  to  recover  from  the  defend- 

Mm^^and^on^*"  ant,  who  was  an  attorney,  the  sum  of  £24,  the  amount  of 

account  of  the  certain  ground-rent  claimed  to  be  due  to  them,  as  execn- 

two: — Held, 

that  the  three  tors,  from  the  tenant  of  certain  lands  in  which  the  testa- 

not  jointly  sue  ^^^}  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  death,  was  interested  for  a  term  of 

neVfuniewT  Y^^^^'     ^his  money  had  been  received  by  the  defendant 

were  found  by  under  the  following  written  authority  from  two  of  the 

the  two  con.  plaintiffs,  (who  alone  had  proved  the  will,  the  usual  power 

him  on  account  l^^ing  reserved  to  the  third  co-executor) : — 

of  thcnitrlvei 
and  th(^  other 

ne«riy°on''Icf  ■      "  ^c  hereby,  as  solicitors  of  Archibald  Hart  and  Chrii- 

count  of  the 

estate,  with  a  view  to  the  interference  of  the  co-executor,  in  caae  be  should  choose  to  take  a  pirt 
in  the  management  of  it. 
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tiana  Heath,  executor  and  executrix  of  the  last  will  and  Bxeh,ofPha», 
testament  of  the  late  William  Thomas  Heath,  deceased, 
mathorize  and  empower  you  to  collect  and  receive  certain 
ground-rents,  amounting  respectively  to  the  sum  of  28/.  16^. 
per  annum,  reserved  in  and  by  two  certain  indentures,  [de- 
scribing them,]  and  also,  on  receipt  thereof,  to  give  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  said  Archibald  Hart  and  Christiana 
Heath  proper  receipts  and  acquittances  for  the  same. 
Dated  the  18th  of  July,  1843. 

(Signed)   "  Wood  and  Wickham.'' 

The  plaintiffs^  attorney,  Mr.  Wood,  deposed  at  the  trial, 
that  he  told  the  defendant,  when  he  gave  him  the  above 
appointment,  that  the  rents  were  due  to  the  executors  of  Mr. 
W.  T.  Heath.  The  defendant  was  to  have  a  commission  of 
£5  per  cent,  for  his  trouble.  The  defendant  gave  a  receipt 
for  the  money  to  the  tenant  in  the  name  and  on  account 
of  the  executrix  and  executor  above  named,  but  refused,  on 
demand,  to  pay  it  over.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion, 
that  the  three  plaintiffs  could  not  jointly  maintain  the  ac- 
tion, and  directed  a  nonsuit,  with  leave  to  the  plaintiffs 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  dE24. 

In  Hilary  Term  (January  22nd)  Butt  moved  accordingly, 
and  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  citing  Cowell  v.  Watts  {a),  Aspi- 
nail  V.  Wake  (A),  Brassington  v.  Ault  (c),  and  Webster  v. 
Spencer  {d).  On  a  former  day  of  the  present  sittings,  (Fe- 
bruary 5tb), 

Cleasby  shewed  cause. — ^This  case  turns  principally  on 
the  effect  of  the  written  authority  given  to  the  defendant. 
It  may  be  admitted,  that  not  those  executors  only  who 
prove  the  will  are  the  parties  to  sue  for  a  debt  due  to  the 

(a)  6  East,  405.  (c)  3  Bing.  177 ;  9  Moore,  840. 

\b)  10  Bing.  51 ;  3  M.  &  Scott,         \d)  3  B.  &  Aid.  360. 
423. 
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Bxch.  qfPUtt9t  testator,  because  they  all  take  under  the  will,  and  the  pro- 

bate  merely  authenticates  the  will.  But  that  reason  does 
not  apply  here,  because  this  debt  did  not  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death.  Neither  can  it  be  contended,  since 
the  case  of  Cowell  v.  fVatts,  that  the  words  ''as  executors," 
if  the  plaintiffs  on  the  record  are  the  proper  persons  to  so^ 
will  preclude  them  for  doing  so ;  although  the  reason  of 
that  decision,  namely,  that  the  money,  when  recorered,  ii 
assets,  is  hardly  satisfactory,  since  that  does  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  debt.  But  no  such  question  arises  here;  this 
is,  in  truth,  a  mere  case  of  principal  and  agent.  T\ao  of 
the  executors  alone  employed  the  defendant,  and  they  alone, 
therefore,  can  sue  him  for  the  money  he  received  by  yirtne 
of  that  employment.  It  is  clear  that  they  alone  miffht  sue: 
Brassmgton  v,  AuU  ;  and  it  is  submitted  that,  if  so,  they 
alone  could  sue.  This  is  an  action  that  must  arise  by  reason 
of  a  contract,  which  contract  must  be  either  transmitted 
firom  the  testator,  or  made  by  the  parties  suing,  or  by  their 
agent.  It  is  said  this  is  a  contract  made  by  the  three  exe- 
cutors. [Alderson,  B. — If  so,  and  if  all  three  are  to  sn^ 
all  three  are  to  account  in  equity,  and  so  one  man  is  made 
answerable  against  his  will.]  Yes :  contracts  must  be  mn- 
tual.  [Roife,  B. — Could  the  three  plaintiffs,  after  the  au- 
thority given  by  the  two,  and  after  the  receipt  of  the  mo- 
ney under  it,  have  released  the  action?  Parke,  B. — If  the 
defendant  was  originally  employed  as  the  agent  of  two  only, 
the  third  cannot  adopt  that  contract ;  as  soon  as  the  de- 
fendant received  the  money,  two  only  of  the  plaintiffs  would 
be  chargeable  with  it  as  assets.]  Aspinall  v.  Wake  is  a  de- 
cision to  the  same  effect  as  Cowell  v.  Watts,  that  where  the 
money,  when  recovered,  would  be  assets,  the  executors  may 
sue  for  it  in  their  representative  character.  Here  the  de- 
fendant was  to  have  a  commission  of  d£5  per  cent.:  agaiuit 
whom  was  an  action  to  be  brought  to  recover  it?  surelr 
against  the  two  who  employed  him.  Then  he  most  be 
liable  to  the  same  persons  whom  he  has  a  claim  upon.  Tbe 
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decision  in  Webster  v.  Spencer  cannot  govern  the  present  Bxeh,  cfPinu, 
case,  because,  although  there  the  executors  were  permitted 
to  sue  jointly  for  money  which  had  been  lent  by  one  of  the 
executors,  who  alone  had  proved  the  will,  that  was  on  the 
ground,  that  the  defendant  had  expressly  acknowledged 
that  he  had  received  the  money,  knowing  it  to  be  money 
which  by  the  will  belonged  to  the  testator's  grandchildren. 
The  Court  held,  that,  under  those  circumstance,  the  exe- 
cutors had  a  right,  as  trustees,  to  recover  the  money  for 
the  use  of  the  grandchildren.  Here  it  is  clear,  that  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  three  in  their  personal  capacity  would 
not  be  maintainable ;  and  on  what  principle  can  an  exe- 
cutor sue  on  a  contract  made  with  his  co-executor  alone, 
and  to  which  he  is  an  entire  stranger  ? 

Butt,  contrk. — It  must  be  admitted  that  the  two  execu- 
tors who  employed  the  defendant  m^|ht  have  sued ;  but  so 
also  may  the  three.  This  is  an  authority  to  receive  rents 
due  to  the  estate  of  the  testator  after  his  death,  and  there- 
fore belonging  to  those  persons  who,  by  law,  that  is,  by  the 
will,  are  the  executors.  It  is  no  matter,  therefore,  whether 
the  money  was  received  under  the  actual  authority  of  one  or 
two  of  them,  who  alone  might  actually  deal  with  it.  If  one 
executor  give  an  authority  to  a  person  to  receive  mouey  be- 
longing  to  all  the  executors,  it  is,  when  received,  money 
had  and  received  to  the  use  of  all.  No  doubt,  the  two 
only  could  be  charged  on  plen^  administravit,  or  on  an  ac- 
count in  equity,  if  they  only  received  the  money;  but  that 
is  not  the  test  whereby  to  try  whether  this  action  is  main- 
tainable. That  the  circumstance  of  the  third  not  having 
proved  the  will  is  immaterial,  there  can  be  no  doubt;  pro- 
bate to  one  executor  is  evidence  of  the  title  of  all :  Walters 
V.  Pfeil  (a).  And  here,  the  money  which  the  two  gave  the 
defendant  authority  to  receive  was  not  the  personal  money 

(a)  Moo.  &  Mai.  362. 
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Exch,  of  Pleas,  of  the  two^  but  the  money  of  the  three ;  and  any  one  of 
'  .     the  three  could  have  received  and  given  a  discharge  for  it. 
Heath        [Aldersofi,  B. — To  the  original  debtor;  but  could  he  to 
Chilton,      the  defendant^  the  agent  of  the  two?]     Tes;  it  was  never 
intended  to  make  a  contract  between  the  two  only,  and  the 
defendant  as  agent.     It  was  the  money  of  the  three  in  his 
hands.     [Parke,  B. — It  was  money  due  firom  the  tenant 
to  the  three,  as  owners  of  the  reversion ;  but  under  this 
authority,  the  agent  who  receives  it  becomes  the  debtor  of 
his  own  principals.     It  was  the  money  of  the  estate  while 
it  was  due  to  the  three  executors;  but  then,  two  of  them 
desire  a  person  to  go  and  receive  it ;  when  received,  it  is 
their  money,  and  their  receipt,  for  which  they  alone  are 
responsible.     Rolfe,  B. — Suppose  all  three  had  died— the 
two  who  gave  the  authority  first;  who  ought  to  sue  ?]  The 
personal  representative  of  the  survivor,     [Rolfe,  B. — ^Yonr 
argument  would  go  to  prove  that  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non  would  be  the  proper  person.]     No ;  the  argu- 
ment is,  that  it  is  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of 
the  three  as  executors.     If  they  recover  in  the  action,  all 
the  three  are  liable  for  the  damages  as  assets,  because  the 
third  has  sufficiently  adopted  the  act  of  the  two  by  join- 
ing in  the  action.    Any  of  the  executors  may  do  any  act 
connected  with  the  estate,  and  his  act,  if  adopted  by  the 
others,  is  the  act  of  all.     Any  of  the  three  plaintiflfs  might 
have  released  the  defendant ;  so,  the  receipt  of  any  of  them 
would  have  been  the  receipt  of  all.     The  case  of  Wehder 
V.  Spencer  is  a  direct  authority,  that  where  the  money  to 
be  recovered  would  be  assets,  all  the  executors  may  sue  on 
a  contract  made  with  one  of  them  alone. — [He  cited  also 
Dowbiggin  v.  Harrison  (a),  and  Williams  on  Executors,  Vol 
2,  pp.  1469,  1470.]— [Parfc,  B.— The  case  of  Webder^. 
Spencer  certainly  seems  to  go  a  long  way  in  your  favour. 
No  doubt,  this  money  would  be  assets  as  soon  as  it  came 


(a)  10  B.  &  Cr.  666;  4  Man.  &  R.  622. 
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into  the  defendant's  hands;  but  then^  was  it  not  assets  E^eh.o/Pieoi, 
received  by  the  two  only  ?]  ^ 

Cur.  adv.  vult.  Heath 

V, 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  three 
plaintiffs,  who  were  executors  and  executrix  ^f  William 
Thomas  Heath,  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ant to  their  use  as  executors.  Two  only  of  the  plaintiffs 
proved  the  will,  and  they,  by  their  attornies,  authorized  the 
defendant,  an  attorney,  to  receive  from  the  tenant  of  cer- 
tain premises,  in  which  the  testator  had  a  term  for  years, 
rent  due  to  the  executors  after  his  death.  The  defendant 
received  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action, 
(£24),  and  gave  a  receipt  for  it  on  account  of  the  two,  as 
executor  and  executrix.  He  refused,  however,  to  pay  it 
over  to  them,  and  this  action  was  brought  by  all  the  three. 
My  Brother  Rolfe  was  of  opinion,  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiffs,  reserving  the 
question.  A  rule  nisi  was  granted  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs,  and  the  question  was  argued  a  few  days  ago. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  contended,  that  the 
money  received  by  the  defendant  belonged  to  the  estate, 
and  would  be  assets  when  recovered,  and  therefore  that,  if 
there  had  been  one  executor,  he  alone  might  have  sued  for 
it  in  his  representative  character;  and,  consequently,  that  all 
the  three  plaintiffs,  who  together  represent  the  testator, 
were  properly  made  plaintiffs.  It  must  certainly  be  con- 
sidered as  settled,  by  the  case  of  Cowell  v.  JVatts  {a),  and 
many  others  subsequently  decided,  that  an  executor  may 
sne  in  his  representative  character  on  contracts  made  with 
himself,  where  the  money,  when  recovered,  would  be  assets; 
and  the  rule  so  established  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

(a)  G  East,  405. 


Chilton. 
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Bxeh.9fPiMi,  But  the  objection  in  this  case  is,  that  no  contract  wit 
^    ^^      .     made  by  the  defendant  with  the  plaintiffs,  but  with  two 
Hbath       only ;  that  two  only  employed  the  defendant  to  receive  the 
Chilton,     money ;  that,  when  received  by  the  defendant,  it  was  re- 
ceived on  account  of  the  two  only;  that  they  only  were 
responsible  to  the  creditors  and  legatees  of  the  testator  tot 
so  much  assets  received  by  them  ;  and  that  they  only  oooU 
give  a  discharge  to  the  defendant  on  the  payment  of  it,  aad 
the  third  executor  was  not  responsible  at  all  to  the  credi- 
tors, nor  could  he  release  or  discharge  the  defendant.   Bnt 
then  it  was  argued,  that,  although  the  contract  was  with 
the  two  only,  the  third  executor  might  adopt  it,  and  all 
three  sue  upon  it ;  and  it  is  clear  that  he  might  have  done 
so,  if  the  two  had  employed  the  defendant,  and  the  defend- 
ant  had  contracted  with  them,  on  their  own  account,  and 
as  agents  for  the  third  executor,  on  the  principle  expressed 
in  the  legal  maxim,  omnis  ratihabitio  retrotrahitur  et  man- 
dato  equiparatur.     But,  if  the  contract  was  with  the  two 
on  their  own  account  only,  they  could  not ;  for  to  sudi  a 
case  the  maxim  does  not  apply.     It  was  then  said,  that 
the  three  plaintiffs  might  adopt  the  employment  and  con- 
tract, simply  because  the  money  recoverable  behmged  to  the 
estate,  and  was  assets ;  and  that  in  all  such  cases,  as  well 
where  the  contract  was  made  with  one  executor  as  with  aD, 
all  might  sue.     But  this  position,  we  think,  cannot  be 
supported.    The  circumstance  of  the  money  to  be  recovered 
on  a  contract  being  assets  does  authorize  the  represent- 
atives, if  they  all  contract,  to  treat  it  as  such,  and  recover 
in  their  representative  character;  but  it  cannot  alter  the 
contract  itself,  and  make  those  parties  to  it  who  really  are 
not  so.    The  case  of  Webster  v.  Spencer  (a),  which  was  re- 
ferred to  on  the  argument  as  an  authority  for  the  genenl 
position,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  money  recovered  would 
be  assets,  whether  all  the  executors  made  the  contract ornUi 

{a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  362. 
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all  might  join,  does  not  appear  to  as  to  establish  such  a  Bxeh,  ofPUaa, 
proposition.    That  case  seems  to  have  proceeded  on  the 
ground,  that  the  facts  shewed,  and  particularly  his  own 
acknowledgment,  that  the  defendant  had   received  the 
money  for  both  the  executors. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that,  if  the  contract  was 
with  the  two  plaintiffs  only,  the  nonsuit  was  right.  The 
question,  therefore,  depends  on  one  of  fact ;  whether  the 
contract,  which  was  made  with  the  defendant  by  the  ttvo 
acting  executors  only,  through  the  medium  of  their  attor- 
nies,  was  so  made  on  their  own  account  only,  they  alone 
intending  to  administer  the  assets  without  their  co-execu- 
tor; or  on  account  of  themselves  and  the  other  co-executor, 
or  generally,  on  account  of  the  estate,  with  a  view  to  the 
interference  of  the  co-executor,  in  case  he  should  choose 
to  take  a  part  in  the  management  of  it.  On  the  first  sup- 
position, the  action  could  not  be  brought  by  the  three,  for 
the  contract  was  incapable  of  being  adopted  by  the  third 
executor ;  on  the  two  latter,  the  action  was  maintainable. 
The  correctness  of  the  first  of  these  suppositions  has  been 
assumed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  argument; 
bat  as  the  question  was  not  put  to  the  jury,  we  think  the 
plaintiffs  have  a  right,  instead  of  the  nonsuit,  to  have 
their  case  again  submitted  to  a  jury,  with  a  view  to  the 
decision  of  that  fact. 

Bole  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

^^^,  Q^  The  Attoeney-Genebal  v.  Louis  Clesc. 

An  information  INFORMATION. — The  first  cooot  Stated^  that  oertaia 
thaTMrtain  '  officcrs  of  customs,  (naming  them),  after  the  9th  July, 
officers  of  CU8.    1842,  and  before  the  2nd  November,  1842,  to  wit,  on  the 

toms,  after  the  ^  j  j 

9th  July,  1842,  30th  of  August,  1842,  to  wit,  at  Ratcliff,  in  the  county  (rf 

passing  of  Stat.  Middlesex,  did  seize  and  arrest  to  the  use  of  her  said 

47),  aiJd  bifore  Majesty  as  forfeited  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  1070  galloiii 

the  2nd  of  No-  of  foreign  French  wine,  together  with  divers,  to  wit,  twen- 

yember,  1842, 

(the  day  of  m.  ty-two  casks,  the  said  casks  then  and  there  being  the 
Btk>n)ftowit,on  packages  containing  the  said  wine,  for  that,  before  the  said 
^*st^^it4°2  tr  2°^  ^^y  ^^  November,  and  before  the  30th  of  August,  1842, 
&c.,  did  seize     to  wit,  OH  the  20th  of  August,  1842,  one  Thomas  Schole- 

and  arrest  to 

the  use  of  her  field,  to  wit,  at  the  port  of  London,  to  wit,  at  Ratcliff,  in  the 

feited.^'krgr*  ^aid  couuty,  entered  for  exportation  from  Great  Britain  to 

quantity  of  fo-  parts  bcyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  to  the  port  of  Hambui^h,  in 

&c. ;  for  that,  a  Certain  ship  or  vessel,  to  wit,  in  a  ship  called  '^  The  Nep- 

2nd  day  of  No-  tune,'^  the  said  large  quantity  of  foreign  wines,  and  then 

▼ember,  and  *e.  ^^^  there  entered  the  same  for  drawback,  with  intent  to 

/ore  tne  o\)tn  ' 

day  of  August,   obtain  the  amount  of  the  drawback  payable  and  allowable 

to  wit,  on  the  . 

20th  day  of  by  law  in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandises  of  the 
T."s!!at°&c.,  denomination  under  which  the  said  wines  were  entered  for 
entered  for  ex-    exportation  and  for  drawback  as  aforesaid :  and  that,  after 

portation  from  ^  ,  v   «,v,  .^vw 

Great  Britain     the  said  entry  of  the  said  wines  so  made  as  aforesaid  ftx 

to  parts  be- 
yond the  seas 

the  said  large  quantity  of  foreign  wines,  and  then  and  there  entered  the  same  for  drawback, 
with  intent  to  obtain  the  amount  of  the  drawback  payable  and  allowable  by  law  in  respect  of 
goods,  &c.,  of  the  denomination  under  which  the  said  wines  were  entered  for  exportation  aai 
drawback ;  and  that  after  the  said  entry  of  the  said  wines,  and  before  the  said  2nd  day  of  No- 
▼ember,  and  before  the  30/A  day  qf  August,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforeaid,  the  sud 
A.  R.  and  R.  C.,  being  the  proper  officers  of  customs  in  that  behalf,  examined  the  iH»Vf  winei, 
to  see  if  they  were  of  the  value  by  law  required  for  the  drawback ;  and  the  said  officers  then  sad 
there  found,  on  such  examination,  that  the  said  wines  were  of  less  value  than  the  amount  of  tk 
drawback  payable  and  allowable  by  law,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  whereby  tbey  b^ 
came  and  were  forfeited. 

A.t  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  entry  of  the  wines  for  exportation,  and  the  seizure  by  the 
officers,  in  consequence  of  the  entry,  took  place  on  the  30th  of  August.  On  motion  to  enter  ■ 
verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ground  of  variance  between  the  proof  and  the  infbrmatioD— 
Held,  that  there  was  no  variance,  for  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  make  a  direct  alkgatioo  is 
the  information,  that  the  cause  of  forfeiture  took  place  before  the  seizure ;  and  that,  if  the 
allegation,  that  the  cause  of  seizure  was  brfore  tfie  30M  qf  August,  were  omitted,  the  infonaa- 
tion  would  be  sufficient. 
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exportation  and  drawback,  and  before  the  said  2nd  daj  of  -KreA.  qf  Pleat, 
November,  and  before  the  said  80th  of  August,  1842,  to 
wit,  on  the  daj  and  year  last  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Batcliff 
afinresaid,  in  the  said  county,  the  said  Abraham  Bickon 
and  Robert  Cox,  being  the  proper  officers  of  the  customs 
in  that  behalf,  examined  the  said  wines  so  entered  as  afore- 
said, to  see  if  they  were  of  the  value  by  law  required  for 
the  drawback ;  and  the  said  officers,  being  the  proper  of- 
jkers  in  that  behalf,  then  and  there  found,  on  such  examina- 
tion, that  the  said  wines  were  of  less  value  than  the  amount 
of  the  drawback  payable  and  allowable  by  law  in  respect 
of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandize  of  the  denomination 
nnder  which  the  said  wines  were  entered  as  aforesaid,  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and 
provided,  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  the  said  wines,  and  the  said  casks  con- 
taining the  same,  became  and  were  forfeited. 

The  second  count  charged,  that,  before  the  2nd  Novem- 
ber, 1842,  and  before  the  said  80th  of  August,  to  wit,  on 
the  20th  of  August,  to  wit,  at  &c.,  the  said  wines  were  en- 
tered for  drawback,  to  wit,  by  the  said  T.  Scholefield,  the 
■aid  wines  then  and  there  being  of  less  value  than  the 
amount  of  the  drawback  then  and  there  claimed  thereon, 
▼i£.  of  less  value  than  5^.  M.  for  each  and  every  gallon 
thereof,  contrary  &c. 

The  third  count  alleged,  that,  before  the  said  80th  of 
August,  to  wit,  on  the  said  20th  of  August,  to  wit,  at  &c., 
the  said  T.  Scholefield  entered  the  said  wines  for  drawback, 
and  then  and  there  claimed  the  sum  of  5^.  6cf.  on  each  and 
every  gallon  as  the  drawback  by  law  then  and  there  pay- 
able on  each  and  every  gallon  thereof,  the  said  wine  being 
liien  and  there  of  less  value  than  the  said  sum  of  5^.  6cf. 
for  each  and  every  gallon  thereof  so  claimed  as  the  draw- 
back by  law  payable  on  the  said  wines  as  aforesaid;  con- 
trary fcc. 

The  information  concluded  with  the  usual  prayer  to  the 
VOL  zii.  vv  M.  w. 
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Exck.  ofPUoi,  Court,  that  the  wines,  with  the  casks  containing  thenii 

might  remain  forfeited. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  iisae. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittingi 
after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  iqipeared  that  this  was  sn 
information  for  the  condemnation  of  certain  wines,  <m  the 
ground  that  they  were  entered  for  drawback,  being  of  leas 
value  than  the  amount  claimed  for  drawback.  It  was 
proved  that  the  entry  of  the  wines  for  drawback  was  made 
and  completed  on  the  30th  of  August,  and  that  the  seisore 
by  the  custom-house  officers  was  made  on  the  same  day. 
It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that,  as  the  informatimi 
averred  that  both  the  entry  and  the  seizure  took  place  be- 
fore the  80th  of  August,  there  was  a  variance  between  the 
proof  and  the  information.  The  learned  Judge  reseryed 
the  point  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court ;  and  the  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  his  Lordship 
gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  set  aside  the  verdict, 
and  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on  the  above  ground. 

Erie,  having,  in  the  early  part  of  this  term,  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly, 

Jervis  and  James  WUde  (the  Aiiomey-General  with 
them)  shewed  cause,  (January  30). — ^This  is  an  information 
founded  on  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  47,  s.  18,  which  enacti, 
'^  that  no  drawback  shall  be  allowed  upon  the  exporta- 
tion of  any  goods  entered  for  drawback,  or  as  storei) 
which  shall  be  of  less  value  than  the  amount  of  drawbad 
claimed,  and  that  all  such  goods  so  entered  shall  be  fiw- 
feited,  and  that  the  person  who  caused  such  goods  to  be 
entered  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  £200,  or  treble  the  amoont 
of  the  drawback  claimed  in  such  case,  at  the  election  of 
the  commissioners  of  her  Migesty's  customs.''  All  that 
the  Crown  have  to  prove  upon  this  information  is,  that 
these  goods  were  entered  for  drawback,  being  of  less  Talne 
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than  the  amount  of  the  drawback ;  and  that  establishes  the  ^B»ck.  qfPieoi, 
right  of  the  Crown  to  put  its  hands  on  the  goods  for  the         ^^^' 
customs,  and  the  defendant  must  make  out  a  case  to  with- 
draw the  hands  of  the  Crown  from  the  goods.     The  in- 
formation alleges,  that  certain  officers  of  customs,  after  the 
9th  of  July,  1842,  (the  day  on  which  the  act  passed),  and 
before  the  2nd  of  November,  1842,  (the  day  of  filing  the 
information),  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of  August,  1842,  did 
seize  the  wines  in  question,  for  that,  before  the  said  2nd 
day  of  November,  and  before  the  30th  of  August,  to  wit, 
on  the  20th  of  August,  one  T.  Scholefield  entered  for  ex- 
portation theTsaid  quantity  of  wines,  and  entered  the  same 
for  drawback,  with  intent  to  obtain  the  drawback  payaUe 
and  allowable  by  law  in  respect  of  goods  of  that  denomina- 
tion entered  for  exportation  and  drawback ;  and  that,  after 
such  entry,  and  before  the  2nd  of  November,  and  before 
the  80th  of  August,  to  wit,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  the 
■aid  seising  officers  examined  the  wines  so  entered  to  see 
if  they  were  of  the  value  by  law  required ;  and  that  the 
officers  found  the  wines  of  less  value  than  the  amount  of 
the  drawback  payable  and  allowable  by  law ;  whereby  they 
became  forfeited.     Now,  the  objection  is,  that  there  is  no 
evidence  to  shew  that  they  were  entered  '^  before  the  30th 
of  August  /'  and  it  is  contended,  that  those  words  exclude 
the  80th  of  August,  and  that  the  Crown  could  not  be  per- 
mitted to  shew  that  the  goods  were  entered  and  seised  on 
that  day.    But  it  is  apprehended  that  this  objection  pro- 
ceeds on  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law ;  for  all  that  the  Crown 
were  bound  to  shew  upon  this  information  was,  that  the 
goods  were  entered  for  exportation,  being  of  less  value  than 
the  amount  of  the  drawback,  and  if  that  were  established, 
the  time  of  entry  is  unimportant,  so  that  it  was  before  the 
filing  of  the  information ;  for  the  act  declares  the  goods 
to  be  actually  forfeited  by  the  act  of  entering  them,  and 
whether  they  were  seized  at  that  time,  or  at  any  other 
time,  is  perfectly  immaterial. 

u  u2 
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Bat  altbough  it  is  unimportant,  in  that  view  of  the  case, 
when  the  goods  were  entered,  so  that  thej-  were  entered 
before  the  filing  of  the  infbrmatioB,  jet  this  lafonnatioB 
maj  be  read,  rejecting  the  woids  "before  the  80th  of 
Angost/'  which,  nndonbtedlj,  is  a  dnmsj  mode  of  statiag 
that  it  was  ''before  the  seisnre,''  and  it  wonld  hare  beea 
better  to  have  said  ''befi>re  the  filing  of  the  infimna- 
tion  and  before  the  seiznre/'  instead  of  naming  an  eiact 
day,  which  wonld  be  qnite  sufficient  to  entitle  the  CSrowa  to 
the  goods.  But  suppose  the  words  "  before  the  30th  of 
August "  be  left  out,  there  is  a  perfect  title  shewn  on  the 
information  to  seise  the  goods.  It  should  be  read  thus: 
that  the  seizing  officer,  "after  the  passing  of  the  act  ani 
before  the  filing  of  the  information,  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of 
Aagust,  at  fee.,  did  seise  and  arrest,  to  the  use  of  her 
Majesty,  as  forfeited,  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  1070  galloM 
of  foreign  wines,  for  that,'^  (this  is  the  caoae  of  the  seisnre), 
"before  the  filing  of  the  information,  to  wit,  on  the  SOthof 
August,''  (thereby  omitting  the  words  "  before  the  80th  of 
August ''  altogether),  T.  Scholefiekl  entered  for  ezportatioa 
the  said  large  quantity  of  foreign  wines,  &a,  and  so  od. 
Now  that  makes  it  perfectly  consistent  with  the  iacts  of 
the  case,  and  shews  upon  the  record  a  perfect  title  in  the 
Crown  to  hold  the  goods ;  and  it  is  clear,  that,  if  thoae  wodh 
are  mere  matter  of  description,  and  it  is  not  absolute 
necessury  for  the  support  of  the  title  of  the  Crown  to  proie 
them,  then  they  may  be  rejected,  the  rule  being,  that  alk- 
gations  which  are  mere  matters  of  description,  and  ut 
not  essential  to  the  title  of  the  party,  may  be  rejected  si 
surplusage :  Pq^pm  v.  Sohmomi  (o),  John^ian^s  and  Pjf^i 
cases  {b),  Rex  v.  Minion  (e).  The  rule  ii  laid  down  is 
1  Starkie  on  Ev.  436,  where  all  the  authorities  are  col- 
lected, and  the  author  takes  a  distinction  between  msttoi 
which  are  pertinent,  and  matters  of  description  or  impc^ 


(a)  5  T.  R.  496.        (5)  East's  P.  C.  78i,  78e.        (e)  R  lOSl. 
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tiaent^  and  which  may  be  reacted,.  Tbe  leading  caam  B0fcA.^Pjhtik 
upon  that  aubject  are  floor  f.  Mitt  (a)  and  Briitow  r.  v-i?!il 
WrigU{b\  i^re  the  distinction  is  dfa^m  between  maiter 
that  is  pertinent^  which  is  correctly  stated^  and  that  which 
is  impertinent^  and  may  be  stmck  out  Maldm  ▼.  BarU 
kit  (<^  establishes  the  same  diatiaction.  [Parke,  B. — ^The 
question  is,  whether  the  count  is  good  without  it.]  Thsit 
is  the  only  question.  This  doctrine  is  so  &Biiliar  that  it  is 
unnecessary  to  cite  cases  in  support  of  it. 

But,  as  regards  the  old  course  in  this  court,  the  iitf<Nr- 
mation  never  stated  the  day  when  the  seizure  took  plaoe 
at  all.  In  a  book  intitled  "  The  Modern  Practice  of  the 
Bichequer,^'  published  in  1787,  there  is  an  informstion  in 
fespect  of  certain  goods  whidi  had  been  seised  on  aooount 
of  the  duties  not  being  paid.  It  very  much  resembles  this 
present,  being  an  infarmation  in  rem,  as  this  is.  At  that 
time  it  was  a  qui  tam  proceeding :  it  is  only  recently  that 
the  Qrowu  initiates  the  proceeding.  In  the  forms  there 
given  no  date  at  all  is  stated ;  it  is  merely  said,  that  ''be- 
twe^n  acertain  day,  to  wit,  the  23rd  of  October,  and  the  digr 
of  filing  the  information,  the  officers  seiaedce^rtain  goods,  for 
that,  within  the  time  aforesaid,'^  that  is,  between  the  inter* 
vak  before  named,  ''  these  goods  had  been  brought  to  the 
porty  the  duties  not  being  paid.''  All  the  fcnrms  there  given 
are  in  the  same  tenns :  none  of  them  mention  any  exact 
date  of  seizure,  or  when  the  cause  of  forfeiture  accrued  to 
fhe  Croim ;  they  merely  say,  that  "  between  the  day  of  the 
passing  of  the  act  and  the  day  of  seizure''  they  were  sdaed. 
But  h^re  the  information  does  state  the  actual  day,  and 
though  it  has  introduced  the  words  "  befcnre  the  30th  of 
August,"  which  means  before  the  seizure,  that  may  be  al- 
together rqected;  and  if  you  do  reject  these  words,  then  the 
all^adon  will  be,  that,  before  the  filing  of  the  information, 
the  goods  were  entered  for  drawback,  and  that  afterwards 

(a)  4  M.  &  Selw.  474.         (b)  2  Doug.  665.  (e)  Parker,  105. 
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Ssek.  of  Pleat,  thev  were  examioed  and  found  of  less  yaloe  than  the  amoant 

of  the  drawback,  which  gives  the  Crown  a  perfect  title.  The 
point  in  dispute  is,  whether  the  goods  are  or  are  not  for- 
feited. 

But  the  second  count  does  not  state  more  than  the 
dry  right  which  the  statute  gives.  It  says,  that,  he&m 
the  day  of  filing  the  information,  and  before  the  80th  of 
August,  (which  clearly  may  be  struck  out),  ''  to  wit,  on 
the  20th  of  August,  to  wit,  at  Batcliff,  the  said  wines 
were  entered  for  drawback,  being  then  and  there  <tf  less 
value  than  the  amount  of  the  drawback."  That  being  so, 
the  Court  cannot  amove  the  hands  of  the  Crown  from  the 
goods,  because  it  has  been  found  (and  it  is  perfectly  un- 
important whether  it  was  before  or  after  the  80th  of 
August,  or  at  whatever  period  it  was)  that  these  par- 
ticular wines  were  entered,  being  of  less  value  than  the 
amount  of  the  drawback.  If  judgment  were  given  by  the 
Court  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  the  consequence  wooU 
be,  that,  although  it  appeared,  upon  this  second  cowit,  that 
these  wines  were  entered  before  the  filing  of  the  informa- 
tion, being  of  liess  value  than  the  amount  of  the  drawback, 
a  writ  of  amoveas  manus  would  be  issued  upon  that  judg- 
ment ;  and  the  Court  would  be  pronouncing  that  the  Crown 
was  not  entitled  to  the  goods,  though  the  act  of  Parliament 
says  that  the  Crown  is  entitled  to  them. 

Erk  and  Warren^  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^It  is  admitted 
that  matters  of  description  are  required  to  be  provedjonly 
when  they  are  upon  an  important  and  material  fact :  bat  it 
is  submitted  that  the  allegation  in  question  comes  within 
that  rule,  and  that  the  Crown  was  bound  to  prove  it  as  hud. 
And  it  is  also  submitted  that  the  counsel  fot  the  Crown 
are  wrong  in  stating  that  they  are  entitled  to  judgment 
upon  this  information,  if  they  shew  a  cause  dt  f<Nrfisitiire 
existing  at  any  time  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  information. 
The  Crown  are  bound  to  shew  a  cause  of  fbifeiture  pinr 
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to  the  seizure.    A  cause  of  forfeiture  arising  after  the  Exek.qfPieof, 
seizure  will  not  entitle  the  Crown  to  maintain  that  seizure;     ^   ^      ' 
and  the  point  upon  this  information  is,  whether,  at  the 
time  of  the  seizure,  the  Crown  was  justified  in  taking  the 
goods  into  its  possession. 

As  to  the  difficulty  about  the  judgment  of  amoveas  ma- 
nus,  restoring  the  forfeited  goods  to  the  claimant,  if  there 
was  such  a  judgment  upon  this  information,  on  account  of 
the  cause  of  forfeiture  being  alleged  to  have  arisen  before 
the  30th  of  August,  before  that  judgment  could  be  brought 
down  to  the  Queen's  warehouse,  and  the  goods  taken  away, 
they  might  be  seized  again  and  kept  by  the  officers  of  the 
Crown,  and  that  seizure  might  be  maintained  by  alleging  a 
forfeiture  prior  to  the  act  of  seizure;  and,  therefore,  al- 
though there  should  be  a  judgment  in  the  defendant's  fa- 
Tour  upon  this  point,  he  would  not  be  able  to  get  his  goods 
back  again. 

l%e  introductory  averment  in  the  first  count,  relating  to 
the  seizure,  is  just  as  applicable  to  the  second  and  third 
comits  as  it  is  to  the  first.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  the  preamble 
to  all  the  three  counts,  no  doubt.]  It  is ;  and  therefore 
it  IS  to  be  read  as  if  it  was  inserted  in  each.  The  preamble 
is,  that  the  officers,  on  the  30th  of  August,  seized  certain 
goods,  for  that  there  was  a  complete  cause  of  forfeiture  be- 
fore the  80th  of  August,  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned. 
The  question,  therefore,  may  be  tried  upon  the  first  count, 
as  well  as  upon  the  second  and  third  counts.  The  right  of 
the  Crown,  at  the  time  the  goods  are  taken  from  the  real 
owner,  is  the  material  point  to  be  inquired  into,  and  it  is 
essential,  when  the  Crown  comes  to  maintain  its  right, 
that  it  should  allege  some  valid  and  sufficient  ground  of 
forfeiture.  That  is  the  material  allegation,  with  which  the 
Crown  has  in  this  case  mixed  up  an  item  of  description 
perfectly  inseparable  from  it.  There  is  no  doubt  it  would 
have  been  a  perfectly  good  count,  if  it  had  aUeged  a  for- 
feiture before  seizure;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  in- 
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Sxeh.  qfPUat,  formation  would  be  bad  upon  the  fieu^e  of  it,  if  it  did  not 
•  ^  shew  that  the  cause  of  forfeiture  was  before  the  aeinue. 
Here  the  cause  of  forfeiture  was  an  the  80th  of  Angiuti  and 
the  information  alleges  that  it  was  brfore  the  80th  of  Angoit 
[ParkCf  B. — If  you  strike  your  pen  through  the  words  "  be- 
fore the  30th  of  August/'  you  have  a  perfiectiy  good  counti 
even  supposing  it  necessary  to  allege  the  seisnre  aod  the  fioi^ 
feiture.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.— The  w<Hrds ''  before  the  80th 
of  August "  are  quite  immaterial.]  The  defendant's  point 
is,  that  it  is  necessary  that  it  should  be  alleged  that  theie 
was  a  forfeiture  before  the  seiaure.  If  diat  is  unaeoessaiy, 
the  defendant's  point  &ils;  but  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  ne- 
cessary, and  that  he  is  therefore  entitled  to  the  judgment  nf 
the  Court.  If  you  strike  out  the  words  '^  before  the  SOtk  of 
August/'  the  only  date  then  bdag  "  before  the  IhII  was  filed,** 
and  there  being  no  statement  of  when  the  act  was  doos^  it 
would  stand  thus — a  seizure  on  the  80th  of  Augnal^  aonne 
of  forfeiture  before  the  day  oi  filing  the  informatioa, — ^wUdi, 
it  is  submitted,  would  be  demurrable.  IFnrke,  B. — It  comei 
to  the  question,  whether  it  is  essential  that  the  goods  should 
be  shewn,  upon  the  face  of  the  information,  to  ha?e  beeo 
seised  for  a  cause  of  forfeiture  before  tiie  seisure^  or  whe- 
ther it  is  enough  to  shew,  diat,  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
the  information,  the  goods  had  been  foifoited,  wheaefcr 
seised.]  The  defendant's  argument  comes  to  that.  If  the 
cause  of  forfeiture  is  essential  to  have  been  alleged  befixv 
the  seiaure,  then  this  information  has  alleged  the  caose  of 
forfeiture  to  have  been  before  the  80th  of  Ai:^pist.  If  thi 
80th  of  August  be  struck  out,  then  it  would  not  appesr 
that  there  was  a  cause  of  forfeitmre  before  the  aeisnie. 
[Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — Yes ;  because  it  i^pears  that  the 
goods  were  forfeited  before  the  2nd  November :  the  came 
of  forfeiture  is  stated  to  be  on  the  20th  of  Augoat.]  Bat 
if  you  strike  out  the  day  for  the  seiaure,  you  most  stiike 
out  the  day  for  the  cause  of  forfeiture  also ;  because,  if  it 
be  immaterial  for  one  taot,  it  ia  for  the  other.    If  tbeee 
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dates  be  stmdk  out^  there  is  an  alkgation  of  seizure  with-  BMk.  ofPU&B^ 
o«t  tlie  date  of  the  forfeiture^  and  it  may  be  taken  to  ^ ,  ^^^* 
have  been  before  the  forfeiture.  The  seizure  may  have 
been  on  the  Slst  of  Ootober,  and  the  entry  for  draw- 
back and  cause  of  forfeiture  on  the  1st  of  November; 
and  upon  such  a  state  of  facts  the  defendant  would  be 
entitied  to  judgment  [Lord  AKnger^  C.  B. — But  this 
kifonBation  does  not  state  that ;  it  states  that  the  officers 
entered  ton  the  purpose  of  making  an  examination,  and 
that,  upon  such  examination,  they  found  the  wines  were  en- 
tered  contrary  to  law,  whereby  they  became  forfeited;  that 
fisrfeiture  they  all^e  to  be  after  the  entry.]  All  that  may 
have  taken  place  after  the  seizure.  [Parke,  B. — ^You  say 
there  is  no  allegation  that  the  cause  of  forfeiture  arose 
befere  the  seizure,  except ''  die  80th  of  August  ;^'  if  you 
treat  that  as  material,  where  is  the  allegation  that  the  for- 
feiture todL  place  before  the  seizure?  and  if  it  is  averred 
that  it  took  place  before,  then  it  must  be  proved ;  if  you 
strike  out  that  allegation,  then  the  priority  of  the  forfeiture 
to  the  sieizure  is  not  alleged.] 

Wilde  (absente  Jervis)  replied. — ^It  is  sufficiently  alleged 
oa  the  Saoe  of  this  infoirmation  that  the  forfeiture  took 
place  before  the  seizure.  The  information  states,  (leaving 
out  the  words  '^  before  the  80th  of  August,''  which  it  is 
dear  are  immaterial),  that  the  officers  of  customs,  on  a 
certain  day,  whether  the  80th  of  August  or  any  other,  is 
immaterial,  seized  certain  goods  as  forfeited,  and  that, 
before  the  day  of  filing  the  information,  Scholefield  made 
an  entry,  and  that,  after  that  entry  was  made,  the  officers 
of  customs  made  an  examination,  and  found  upon  that 
examination  the  cause  of  forfeiture,  that  is,  they  found  the 
goods  were  of  less  value  than  the  amount  of  drawback 
daimed,  whereby  they  became  forfeited.  The  statement, 
therefore,  of  the  ground  of  forfeiture  is^  that,  upon  exami- 
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JBjtek.  qfPieat,  nation,  the  goods  were  found  of  less  Tulne  than  the  dmr- 
^°^^'  ,  back.  The  fact  that  is  supposed  to  make  them  beooo^ 
forfeited  is  the  fact  of  their  being  entered  for  drawbad, 
being  of  less  value  than  the  drawback.  All  that  is  stateA 
in  the  first  part  is,  that  the  officers  considered  them  asfoF* 
feited,  and  seized  them  as  such ;  and  that,  after  the  exi* 
mination,  which  took  place  after  the  entry,  they  foonS. 
them  to  be  forfeited  :  the  examination  must  necessanlj 
after  the  seizure.  [Alderson,  B. — ^No ;  they  might  lui 
entered  and  examined,  and  then  seized.]  It  is  stated 
they  seized  the  goods  as  forfeited  for  a  certain  cause ;  tbec^ 
that  cause  must  have  been  in  existence  at  that  time.  If  dw^ 
custom-house  officers  seized  them  on  a  certain  day,  on  a  par* — 
ticular  ground,  that  is  a  statement  that  that  ground 
fore ; — they  could  not  seize  them  on  the  SOth  of  August 
forfeited,  if  that  forfeiture  arose  afterwards;  that  would 
be  a  cause  existing  at  the  time.  K  they  seized  them  for  ^ 
certain  cause,  that  must  have  happened.  K  yon  suppose 
them  to  have  been  seized  on  one  day,  and  forfeited  on  fl» 
day  subsequent,  the  statement  that  they  were  seised  okk 
that  day,  on  account  of  certain  causes  of  forfeiture  which 
did  not  occur  till  afterwards,  would  be  repugnant  and  ia— 
sensible.  In  the  old  forms  it  is  alleged  in  this  way — thtty 
after  a  certain  day,  before  the  filing  of  the  information,  the 
officers  seized,  and  that,  within  the  time  aforesaid,  the 
goods  were  forfeited.  Now  there  there  is  no  allegation 
whatever  that  the  forfeiture  took  place  before  the  seizoie, 
but  both  are  alleged  to  be  between  a  certain  day  and  the 
filing  of  the  information.  The  plea  here  is,  "  that  tbe 
goods  did  not  become,  nor  are  they,  forfeited  for  the  causes 
alleged.'^  The  issue  to  be  tried  is,  whether  the  goods  are 
forfeited ;  the  plea  does  not  traverse  the  time  of  the  fo* 
feiture.  If  it  had,  it  would  not  be  a  good  answer,  sup- 
posing they  were  forfeited  previously  to  the  informatioiL 
If  there  is  any  cause  of  forfeiture  shewn  upon  the  infixmu- 
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tion  and  found  by  the  jury,  that  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  Bxek.  qfPieai, 
Crown  to  pray  the  Court  that  the  goods  should  remain 
forfeited. 

It  has  been  isaid  that  the  goods  may  be  seized  again ; 
but  it  is  submitted,  that  if  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
judgment  upon  this  plea,  that  they  are  not  forfeited,  the 
result  would  be  that  that  judgment  would  be  binding 
against  all  the  world,  and  would  put  an  end  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  they  were  forfeited  or  not.  A  judgment 
pronounced  upon  im  information  in  rem  is  conclusive; 
and,  if  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  it  would  be  that  the 
goods  are  to  be  delivered  back  to  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  not  forfeited. 

If  the  averment  is  material,  that  they  were  forfeited  be- 
fore they  were  seized,  it  is  abundantly  averred ;  but,  sup- 
posing it  is  not  sufficiently  averred,  it  is  submitted  there  is 
no  necessity  for  such  an  averment.  It  no  doubt  is  neces- 
sary to  prove  a  seizure,  to  shew  that  the  Crown  is  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that 
this  cause  of  forfeiture  arose  before  the  seizure;  because,  if 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  goods  were  not  forfeited  at 
the  time  of  seizure,  (supposing  that  to  be  a  good  plea),  and 
it  were  found  for  him,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  judgment 
which  would  be  conclusive  against  the  Crown,  and  he 
would  be  entitled  to  have  the  goods  delivered  back  to  him, 
though  the  Crown  shewed  that  they  were  forfeited  at  the 

time  the  information  was  filed. 

Cur.  adv.  vulU 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parse,  B. — The  case  of  The  Attomey-General  v.  Louis 
Clerc,  which  was  tried  before  me  at  the  sittings  after  last 
term,  arose  on  an  information  for  seizure  by  the  Attomey- 
Greneral  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  which  gives  the  Court  to 
understand  and  be  informed,  that  certain  officers  of  the 
customs,  naming  them,  after  the  9th  of  July,  1842,  which 


tke  date  of  die  act  of  PtoiiaiKnt  mdcr  wUdi  the  fiv- 
incmredy  and  befbie  tlie  d^  of  eihibitiiig  thn 
JirinriMtifin,  to  wit,  oa  theSOth  of  Aagast,  1842,  did  aeiie 
a^  aiRit,  tD  the  «e  of  her  Majertf,  as  fiffftited,  a  h^ 
qaatili  of  fateign  vise,  with  the  caska  oontaining  it.  Cor 
that,  heiate  the  day  of  eihibitiag  thia  iidbnoation^  and  be- 
foR  the  90th  of  AagiM^  1812,  namdy,  on  tiie  20th  Aagusty 
1842^  oae  Thoaaas  Sdiolefidd  entered  fer  exportatioQ  firom 
Great  Britain  to  paita  b^ond  the  aeaa,  a  faffge  quantity  of 
foreign  wine,  and  that  he  then  and  there  entered  theaame 
tar  drawbad^,  with  the  intent  of  obtaining  the  amoant  of 
drawback  payable  and  aDowaUe  by  hiw  in  reapectitfgoodi^ 
warei^  and  merchandiaes  of  the  denomination  Ant^yp^  lor 
nportatipn  and  for  drawback,  aa  aforeaaid;  that  at  this 
time  the  goods  were  not  worth  the  drawback;  and  then  it 
goes  on  to  aTcr,tiiat,  after  the  said  entiy  of  the  aaidwinei^ 
and  before  the  2nd  of  Noiember,  and  alao  before  the  aaid 
90th  day  of  Av^iast,  namely,  <m  the  day  and  year  lait 
aforeaaid,  the  aaid  officers  of  coatoma  examined  the  aaid 
wines  ao  entered  aa  afiueaaid,  to  aee  if  they  were  of  the 
vafaie  by  hiw  required  on  drawbadL;  and  the  aaid  offioezi, 
being  the  proper  offioen  in  that  behalf  found  the  aaid  winei 
were  of  lea  Tahie  than  the  amount  of  drawback  payaUe 
and  aUowable  by  law  in  respect  of  the  gooda,  wares^  aad 
merehandiae  of  the  denomination  under  which  the  ssid 
wines  wereenteredaaaforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  whereby  and  hf 
force  at  the  statute,  the  said  wines  and  the  aaid  caska  con- 
taining the  same  were  forfeited.    There  were  also  second 
and  third  counts.    Then  there  was  the  usual  prayer  of  an 
information : — **  The  Attorney-General,  mi  behalf  of  her 
Majesty,  praya  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  on  tk 
premises,  and  that  the  said  wines,  together  with  the  caab 
containing  the  same,  may,  for  the  reaaona  aforeaaid,  re- 
main forfeited.'' 
On  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the  entiy  of  the  wines  for 
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exportation!  and  tbe  seiaure  bj  the  officer  in  conseqoe&ce  Sxei.  qfPiew, 
of  the  entry,  took  place  on  the  30th  of  August,  the  inform        ^^**' 
mation  averring  that  both  the  entry  and  the  seizure  took 
place  before  the  80th  of  August,  and  there  was  an  objec- 
tion that  there  was  a  variance  from  the  information.    That 
point  I  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 

The  case  was  folly  argued,  and  it  was  admitted,  that  if 
the  information  would  be  good,  provided  the  words  ^'  to 
wit,  on  the  80th  day  of  August,  1842,^'  could  be  struck 
out  from  the  parts  of  the  information  in  whidi  they  occur, 
in  that  case  the  Crown  was  entitled  to  a  verdict;  but 
it  was  argued  that  they  could  not,  and  it  was  said  to  be 
necessary,  in  an  information  of  this  kind,  to  aver  that  the 
cause  of  forfeiture  took  place  before  the  seizure.  And  if  it 
had  been  necessary  in  an  information  to  put  that  averment 
distinctly,  that  they  were  seized,  and  to  aver  that  the 
caiise  of  forfeiture  occurred  before  the  seizure,  then  the 
Court  would  be  of  opinion  that  this  information  was  not 
supported  by  the  evidence,  because  there  is  no  direct  alle- 
gation upon  the  £sce  of  it  that  the  goods  were  forfeited 
by  the  entry  before  the  seizure,  in  so  mimy  words;  but  it  is 
only  that  they  were  seized  before  the  80th  of  August,  and 
foir&ited  before  the  80th  of  August,  and  the  information 
on  the  face  of  it  would  have  been  good,  because  the  80th 
of  August  might  have  been  deemed  to  be  material :  it 
wonld  have  been  necessary,  on  that  supposition,  upon  the 
trial,  to  prove  that  the  seizure  and  forfeiture  both  took 
pkoe  before  the  80th  of  August.  However,  the  Court  are 
of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  direct  allega- 
tion in  the  information  that  the  cause  of  forfeiture  took 
place  before  the  seizure,  and  they  have  come  to  that  con- 
clusion from  an  examination  of  the  numerous  precedents  on 
this  subject,  in  which  it  is  stated  it  never  is  the  practice  to 
make  such  averments.  That  is  verified  by  an  examination 
into  an  old  book  with  which  I  have  been  furnished  (a), 

(o)  The  Modern  Practice  of  the  Exchequer,  published,  in  1737. 
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Exck.qfPieoi,  which  contains  forty-five  informations  nnder  the  penal 
'  statutes,  and  there  is  not  one  in  which  it  is  averred  in  di- 
rect terms  that  the  forfeiture  took  place  before  the  cause  of 
seizure ;  in  almost  all  of  them,  except  with  regard  to  two, 
the  mode  of  making  the  allegation  is,  that,  upon  a  certain 
day  after  a  given  day,  and  before  the  day  of  the  filing  of 
the  information,  certain  officers  seised  certain  goods  j»io  eo 
quod,  that  is,  the  cause  of  seiaure,  for  that  within  the  time 
aforesaid,  not  averring  it  was  before  the  cause  of  seisnre, 
the  offence  had  been  committed. 

That  being  the  universal  course  of  the  precedents  with 
regard  to  these  informations,  we  think  we  are  not  called 
upon  to  depart  from  it.  And  such  being  the  course  of  pro- 
cedure, this  information  is  sufficient,  supposing  we  were  to 
strike  out  of  it  the  allegation  that  the  cause  of  seiaure  was 
before  the  80th  of  August :  those  words  might  be  omitted, 
and  the  information  would  be  quite  sufficient,  according  to 
the  course  of  the  precedents.  We  think,  therefore,  the  rak 
ought  to  be  discharged.  The  reason  why  this  allegation  ii 
omitted  in  the  precedents  may  be,  either  that  the  allegation 
that  the  seizure  took  place  pro  eo  quod,  because  there  had 
been  a  forfeiture,  necessarily  implies  that  the  forfeiture  was 
before  the  seizure,  or  it  may  be  that,  in  order  to  justify 
the  seizure  under  the  condemnation  of  the  goods  to  the 
Crown,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  forfeiture  should  take 
place  before  the  seizure:  it  may  be  on  either  one  or  other 
of  these  grounds,  that  the  usual  forms  in  these  cases  may 
be  supported.  In  either  view  of  the  case,  this  informa- 
tion would  be  good.     It  seems,  therefore,  to  the  Court, 

that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

Eule  discharged. 


T 
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Exeh,ofPlea§, 
1844. 

Steward,  Public  Oflfcer,  &c.,  v.  DuNN,Public  Officer,  &c.       Feb.  8. 

HIS  was  an  action  by  the  East  of  England  Bank,  for  The  oflSce  of 
money  lent,  &c.,  against  the  defendant  as  registered  public  tered"oi^r'of 
oflScer  of  the  Southern  District  Banking  Company.    The  *  tanking  co- 

partnership  not 

defendant  pleaded  (amongst  other  pleas)  that  he  was  not  being  m  an- 

1  1*       /«•  11        ji  nual  office,  a 

pubhc  officer,  as  alleged.  person  onceap. 

At  the  trial,  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  J^oJ^^te"^ 
after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  romedtocon- 

^  tinne  in  it  un- 

of  proving  that  the  defendant  was  the  registered  public  til  the  contrary 
officer  of  the  company,  gave  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  therefore  a  «- 
the  return  filed  at  the  Stamp  Office  in  March,  1841,  in  pur-  ^^^  ^ 
■nance  of  the  provisions  of  the  4th  section  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  Office  in  March, 
46.    The  return  set  forth  the  names  of  William  Dunn  and  by  affidant, 
Harvey  Ghraham,  who  were  described  as  public  officers  of  Jj*t^  pj^ik"* 
the  company:  and  the  name  of  William  Dunn  appeared  officer  of  the 

company,  was 

also  as  a  member  and  director  of  the  company.     The  affi-  held  to  be  en- 
davit  verifying  the  return  purported  to  be  made  by  William  ^^  ^  i^  ^q- 
Donn.  who  therein  described  himself  as  a  member  and  ^®°J^'»  ^^^2. 

'  A  copy  of 

director  of  the  company.    It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  such  return, 
the  defendant,  first,  that  the  evidence  of  the  return  filed  at  commissioner  of 
the  Stamp  Office  was  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  the  affida-  "bee^h wction 
^t  of  its  verification  was  required  by  the  statute  to  be  made  ®^  ?/^*  \* 

,  ,  c.  46,  IS  en- 

by  the  secretary  or  public  registered  officer  of  the  company;  dence  of  the 
secondly,  that  it  ought  to  have  been  shewn  that  the  return  it,  and  it  is  not 
was  filed  between  the  28th  of  February  and  the  25th  of  ^J^^^it^the 
March,  In  support  of  the  above  plea,  the  defendant  gave  in  affidavit  annex- 

ed  to  the  retnm 

evidence  the  deed  constituting  the  co-partnership,  which  was  made  by 
contidned  a  proviso,  that  if  any  public  registered  officer  of  ^^^   ^  *^^' 
the  company  should  become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or  offer  g*:/^  J!?!^  ®°°" 
to  compound  for  his  debts,  he  should  thereby  be  disqualified,  banking  co- 

and  his  office  become  vacant.  It  was  then  proved,  that  the  contained  a  sti- 
pulation, that,  if 
any  of  the  pub- 
Be  oiBceri  should  become  bankrupt,  he  should  be  disqualified,  and  his  office  become  vacant  :— 
HMf  that  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  was,  not  that  the  party  should  cease  to  be  a  public 
•Acer  abtolntely,  but  at  the  election  of  the  company. 
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Bspek.  o/PieMi  defendant  Dunn  had  become  bankrupt  before  the  pres^i^/ 

action  was  brought ;  but  it  appeared  that  he  had  never- 
theless continued  to  act  as  public  officer,  and  had  been  so 
treated  by  the  directors  and  membera  of  the  co-partnenkip. 
It  also  appeared,  that  two  of  the  partners  in  the  defiondaiif  s 
company  were  likewise  members  of  the  plaintiff's  ee»- 
pany.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  ftr 
him. 

Tkuiffer  having,  in  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  role  eaiiiix 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  new  triali  on. 
the  ground  that  the  return  filed  at  the  Stamp  Office  was 
inadmissible  to  shew  that  he  was  the  pubUc  offioeor  of  tine 
conq>any  at  the  time  it  was  sought  to  prove  him  to  have 
been  so; 

Erie  and  Buii  now  shewed  causes — ^The  firafe  riQeetiosa 
is,  that  there  was  no  suffident  evidence  of  the  deftndw^ 
Dunn  being  the  pubHc  <^cer  of  the  company  at  the  ^n0 
of  the  action  brought ;  but  the  return  which  was  pot  ioy 
and  which  was  made  at  the  Stamp  Office  in  March,  IMI^ 
pursuant  to  the  provisicms  of  7  Qeo.  4,  c  46,  was  svffidoii 
evidence  of  that  fact.  By  the  4th  section  of  that  statute,  it  if 
enacted,  (inter  alia),  that, ''before  the  corporaticm or  co-psit- 
nership  shall  begin  to  issue  notes,  an  account  or  return  diil 
be  made  in  the  form  in  Schedule  (A),  setting  forth  the  nanfl 
and  place  of  abode  of  two  or  more  parsons^  being  manbas 
of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership,  and  being  residcst 
in  England,  who  shall  have  been  appointed  public  officer  of 
such  corporation  or  co-partnership^  together  with  the  tidi 
of  office,  or  other  description  of  every  such  pubHc  offiev 
respectively,  in  the  name  of  any  one  of  whom  sudi  ooip^ 
ration  shall  sue  or  be  sued,  as  hereinafter  provided."  Aad 
the  5  th  section  provides,  that  such  account  or  return  ''sbiU 
be  made  out  by  the  secretary  or  other  perscm,  being  eae 
of  the  public  officers  appointed  aa  aforeaaid,  and  shaD  bs 
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verified  by  the  oath  of  such  secretary  or  other  public  officer^  Brek.  o/  p/eas, 
taken  before  any  justice  of  the  peace ;  and  that  such  return  ^^' 

shall,  between  the  28th  day  of  February  and  the  25th  day 
of  March  in  every  year  after  such  corporation  or  co-part- 
nership shall  be  formed,  be,  in  like  manner,  delivered  by 
such  secretary  or  other  public  officer  as  aforesaid  to  the 
commissioners  of  stamps,  to  be  filed  and  kept  in  the  manner 
and  for  the  purposes  hereinafter  mentioned/'     Then,  by 
the  6th  section,  it  is  enacted,  '^  that  a  copy  of  any  such 
account  or  return,  so  filed  or  kept  and  registered  as  by  this 
act  is  directed,  and  which  copy  shall  be  certified  to  be  a 
true  copy  under  the  hand  or  hands  of  one  or  more  of  the 
commissioners  of  stamps  for  the  time  being,  upon  proof 
made  that  such  account  has  been  signed  with  the  hand- 
writing of  the  person  or  persons  making  the  same,  and 
whom  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  to  be  a  commis- 
sioner or  commissioners,  shall,  in  all  proceedings,  civil  or  cri- 
minal, and  in  all  cases  whatsoever,  be  received  in  evidence 
as  proof  of  the  appointment  and  authority  of  the  public 
officers  named  in  such  account  or  return.^'     Now,  there 
may  be  some  ambiguity  about  the  meaning  of  the  words  in 
the  5th  section,  '^  any  other  person,  being  one  of  the  public 
officers ; "  but  if  it  be  essential  that  the  return  should  be 
made  by  one  of  the  registered  public  officers  or  the  secre- 
tary, in  this  case  Dunn  was  the  public  officer  at  the  time, 
and  made  this  return ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  ample  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it ;  and  even  if  the  return  be  made 
with  informality,  so  as  to  lose  its  effect  as  a  valid  return, 
still  it  is  admissible  as  an  act  done,  although  it  may  not 
operate  as  proof  of  the  facts  stated  in  it.     The  only  objec- 
tion is  to  the  affidavit,  in  which  the  defendant  describes 
himself  as  a  member  and  director  only,  but  if  that  be  any 
objection,  the  affidavit  is  no  part  of  the  return. 

The  second  question  is  as  to  entering  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  on  the  fourth  issue,  that  he  was  not  public  officer 
as  alleged ;  and  that  depends  upon  the  evidence.     It  was 

VOL.  XII.  XX  M.  w. 
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Mjnk.o/PiHu,  proved  that  in  NoYember  1841  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was 

issued  against  Dunn,  the  defendant^  and  the  ground  of  ob- 
jection is  not  that  he  had  ceased  to  be  public  officer  de 
hucto,  but  that,  by  the  140th  clause  of  the  deed  under 
which  the  company  was  constituted,  if  a  person  becomes 
bankrupt,  he  thereby  becomes  disqualified,  and  his  office 
becomes  vacant.  But  that  is  a  mere  private  stipulation 
amongst  themselves,  and  it  is  optional  with  the  parties  to 
act  upon  it  or  not,  as  they  like,  and  they  might  renounce 
the  benefit  of  the  covenant  in  that  respect,  and  continue 
him  as  the  public  officer.  The  Southern  District  Bank  had 
power  to  do  this,  they  have  done  it,  and  the  defendant 
has  continued  to  perform  the  duties  of  public  officer.  And 
if  the  company  hold  him  out  to  the  world  as  public  officer, 
he  must  be  taken  to  be  so  as  against  parties  dealing  with 
the  firm  :  Steward  v.  Greaves  (a).  [Parke,  B. — There  wm 
no  proof,  1  suppose,  that  the  two  persons,  who  were  part- 
V  uers  of  both  companies,  had  any  knowledge  in  fact  thst 
<%  Dunn  had  become  bankrupt.  The  stipulation  in  the  cove- 
nant is  merely,  that  his  place  becomes  vacant  without  vote; 
but,  unless  the  company  appoint  another  person  in  his 
place,  he  continues  in  the  office.  The  company  are  bound 
to  have  a  public  officer,  that  the  public  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  suing  the  company  through  him.]  There  was 
no  proof  of  any  actual  knowledge,  and  the  stat.  of  1  &  2 
Yict.  c.  96,  s.  1,  is  applicable  to  prevent  any  presumed 
knowledge  in  some  particular  members  of  the  company 
from  interfering  with  the  rights  of  the  public  in  suing 
the  public  officer.  Where  an  act  gives  a  statutable  liabilitj 
against  a  company,  through  its  public  officer,  it  would  be 
entirely  contrary  to  its  policy  to  allow  that  they  shoold 
have  a  secret  rule  amongst  themselves,  that  he  shoold 
cease  to  be  such,  if  a  particular  event,  such  as  his  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency,  occurred.     He  clearly  continues  to 

(a)  10M.&W.711. 
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be  public  officer  as  respects  the  public,  until  he  is  dis-  Exeh.o/ Pieas, 

placed  by  the  appointment  of  another  person  to  the  office :  '    . 

Armitage  v.  ffamer(a).    Here  no  appointment  of  any  other  Steward 

person  had  taken  place,  but  the  defendant  continued  to  Dunn. 
perform  the  duties  of  public  officer. 

Ogle  {The^iger  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule. — First, 
it  is  clear,  from  the  4th  and  5th  sections  of  the  act,  that 
the  legislature  intended,  that,  before  the  banking  co-part- 
nership began  to  issue  bills,  &c.,  they  should  make  a  re- 
turn of  the  names  of  the  members  of  the  co-partnership 
and  of  the  public  officers,  in  the  form  given  in  schedule 
(A) ;  which  return  should  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  se- 
cretary or  public  officers  making  it.  And  to  avail  them- 
selves of  the  privileges,  they  must  shew  that  all  the  re- 
quisites, of  the  act  have  been  complied  with.  And  the 
6th  section  provides,  that  such  return,  certified  as  therein 
mentioned,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  appointment  and  au- 
thority of  the  public  officers.  Then,  in  the  8th  section, 
the  legislature  having  contemplated  that  great  alterations 
may  have  taken  place  in  the  members  and  officers  of  tbe 
company,  it  is  provided,  'Hhat  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as 
occasion  shall  render  it  necessary,  a  further  return  shall  be 
made  on  oath,  in  the  manner  before  directed,  according  to 
the  form  in  schedule  (B.),  of  the  names  of  persons  who  may 
have  been  appointed  new  or  additional  officers,  and  also 
the  names  of  persons  who  have  ceased  to  be  members,  and 
of  persons  who  shall  have  become  members  either  in  addi- 
tion to,  or  in  the  place  of,  any  former  members ;  and  that 
such  further  returns  shall  be  filed  and  entered  and  regis- 
tered at  the  Stamp  Office,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  ori- 
ginal returns.'^  And  the  18th  section  provides,  "  that  if 
the  co-partnership  shall  begin  to  issue  bills,  &c.,  without 
having  caused  such  return  to  be  made,  or  shall  neglect  or 
omit  to  cause  such  return  to  be  renewed  yearly  and  every 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  793. 

X  z  2 
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Ereh.  of  Pleas,  jesLT,  such  co-partnership  80  offending  shall,  for  every  week 
^  '  .     they  shall  so  neglect  to  make  out  such  return,  forfeit  the 

Steward      sum  of  £500/*  and  80  on.     Now,  that  being  so,  and  this 
Dunn.        return  having  been  made  in  March  1841,  was  it  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  being  public  officer  atthe  time  of  the  oom- 
mencement  of  the  action,  in  December  1842,  when  the  writ 
was  issued?  It  is  apprehended  that  it  clearly  was  not.  {JPsrke, 
B. — If  this  had  been  an  annual  office,  1  should  have  agreed 
to  that  argument ;  but  as  it  is  not,  as  there  is  proof  of  the 
defendant's  original  appointment,  the  presumption  is  that 
he  continued  to  be  public  officer.]     This  is  an  act  entirely 
altering  the  rules  of  pleading  and  of  evidence ;  and  parties 
seeking  to  derive  a  benefit  from  its  provisions  ought  not  to 
go  beyond  it;  and,  as  the  act  says  the  return  shall  be  evidence 
at  its  date,  it  can  only  be  evidence  at  that  time  or  during 
that  year ;  when  the  next  year  comes,  another  return  is  to 
be  made,  which  is  then  the  proper  evidence.    It  is  said,  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  return  shews  that,  at  its  date,  the 
defendant  was  public  officer.     But  what  is  there  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion ?  [Parke,  B. — Is  there  no  date  to  it  ?]  No,  there  is  not ; 
and  there  is  nothing  to  shew,  independently  of  the  affida- 
vit, that  it  was  made  before  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion.    [Parke,  B. — ^You  did  not  take  that  objection  at  the 
trial ;  if  you  had,  they  might  have  proved  it.  The  return  at 
the  Stamp  Office  is  not  the  only  admissible  evidence  of  his 
being  the  public  officer,  for  it  may  be  proved  aliunde: 
Edwards  v.  Buchanan  (a).  You  have  now  got  the  return  of 
1841.]     The  defendant's  counsel  have  called  in  aid  the 
jurat  of  the  affidavit,  but  that  cannot  help  the  retom. 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  act  says,  that  the  return  shall  be  evidence 
of  his  being  the  public  officer.     If  the  return  is  made  and 
filed  at  the  Stamp  Office,  that  is  enough.]     The  6th  sec- 
tion says,  '^  that  a  copy  of  the  return  so  filed,  under  the 
hand  of  one  of  the  commissioners  of  stamps,  on  proof  of  his 

(a)  3  n.  &>  Ad.  788. 
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aignatore,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  as  proof  of  the  Etch.  0/  puast 
appointment  and  authority  of  the  public  officers  named  in  ^  ^^' 
such  return,  and  also  of  the  fact,  that  all  persons  named 
therein  as  members  of  such  corporation  or  co-partnership, 
were  members  thereof  at  the  date  of  such  account  or  re- 
turn/' Therefore,  the  appointment  and  authority  are  to  be 
proved  by  the  signature  of  the  commissioner  to  the  return 
so  filed  as  the  act  directs  by  sect.  6.  [Parke,  B. — You  say 
it  is  the  return  so  filed.  Your  argument,  if  good  for  any- 
thing, is,  that  they  must  prove  the  person  to  be  public 
ofBcer,  in  order  to  shew  the  return  to  have  been  made  by 
him.  According  to  that,  you  must  prove  more  than  the  re- 
turn. But  it  must  be  taken,  that  the  legislature  intended 
that  the  return  should  be  evidence  of  his  being  the  public 
oflScer,  and  you  must  refer  to  the  affidavit,  otherwise  there 
is  no  date.  Gumey,  B. — It  is  made  prim&  facie  evidence 
against  the  company,  that  he  is  the  public  officer ;  if  not, 
the  act  would  be  of  no  use  in  that  respect.]  If  he  is  not 
described  as  public  officer  in  the  affidavit,  then  there  ought 
to  be  evidence  to  shew  aliunde  that  he  was  so. 

Secondly,  it  appears  that  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  had  issued 
against  the  defendant  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  and  by  the  I40th  clause  in  the  deed  of  co-partner- 
ship, and  which  was  signed  by  two  persons  who  are  mem- 
bers of  both  companies, — both  of  which,  therefore,  are 
affected  with  knowledge  of  this  provision, — it  is  stipulated, 
that  if  any  public  officer  becomes  bankrupt,  &c.,  he  shall 
thereby  be  disqualified,  and  his  office  become  vacant.  There- 
fore, the  bankruptcy  of  Dunn  had  the  effect  of  putting  an 
end  to  his  office.  [Parke,  B. — Yes,  it  may  be  so,  as  affects 
his  share  of  the  profits,  and  his  power  to  bind  the  firm  inter 
•e.  Alderaofij  B. — But  how  does  that  affect  his  being  a 
public  officer  as  regards  the  public  ?]  By  the  terms  of  the 
act,  the  corporation  or  co-partnership  are  to  appoint  public 
officers,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  deed,  in  case  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy  is  issued  against  any  public  officer,  his  office 
thereby  becomes  vacant.     Here  the  parties  had  ceased  to 
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Exck.  of  Pleat,  trade^  and  could  not  appoint  a  new  publico  fficer.  [Alder* 
son,  B. — Is  not  the  existence  of  a  public  officer  de  fietcto  suf- 
ficient? Surely  it  is.  Parke,  B. — The  first  question  is, 
whether  a  secret  clause  in  the  deed,  known  to  two  of  the 
plaintiffs,  is  evidence  against  the  other  members  of  the  co- 
partnership. But  even  if  they  were  presumed  to  have  know- 
ledge of  the  clause  in  the  deed,  they  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  bankruptcy,  and  the  other  alone  would  not  be  enough.] 
—  \_Offle  cited  Porthouse  v.  Parker  (a),  and  Duncan  v. 
Chamberlayne  (6).] 

Parke,  B. — This  rule  must  be  dischai^ed.  The  first 
question  is,  whether  there  was  sufficient  proof  that  the 
defendant  Dunn  was  the  registered  public  officer  of  the 
Southern  District  Banking  Company  in  November  1842, 
when  this  action  was  commenced. 

The  office  in  question  is  not  an  annual  office,  but  may 
be  held  during  the  pleasure  of  the  company ;  and  a  party 
once  elected  to  the  office  must  be  presumed  to  continue  in 
it  until  the  contrary  is  shewn.  I  am,  therefore,  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  the  return  to  the  Stamp  Office,  produced  at 
the  trial,  though  dated  in  March  1841,  was  properly  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  of  the  defendant  being  public  officer  in 
November  1842.  The  next  question  is,  whether  this  re- 
turn, certified  under  the  hand  of  one  of  the  commissioners 
of  stamps,  will  prove  the  fact  of  his  being  the  public  regis- 
tered officer  in  March  1841.  Now,  it  seems  to  me  that, 
by  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  6,  the  return  is  made  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it,  when  certified  by  one  of  the 
commissioners.  The  return  itself  has  no  date,  but  the 
affidavit,  which  is  annexed  to  it,  has ;  and  the  certified  copy 
should  be  of  the  return,  which  is  to  contain  the  names  of 
all  the  parties  to  the  company,  with  its  public  officers,  &c., 
and  is  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  made  by  the 
public  officer,  and  which  is  to  form  part  of  the  return.   At 

(a)  1  Camp.  82.  (&)  11  Sim.  123. 
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first,  I  thought  the  defendant's  counsel  meant  to  contend  Bxeh.  ^fPUat, 
that  the  certified  copy  of  the  return  was  not  admissible  in 
evidence  at  all  unless  the  affidavit  was  proved,  by  inde- 
pendent evidence,  to  have  been  also  made  by  the  public 
officer  of  the  company.  But  that  position  cannot  be  sup- 
ported :  if  that  were  so,  the  legislature  would  have  done 
nothing  in  making  the  certified  copy  of  the  return  evi- 
dence. It  was,  therefore,  admitted,  (and  I  think  correctly 
so),  that  that  proposition  could  not  be  supported,  and  that 
it  would  be  sufficient  if  the  party  were  described  to  be  the 
public  officer.  Then,  if  we  look  to  the  return  in  this  case, 
it  is  clear  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  has  com- 
plied with  the  provision  of  the  statute ;  for  he  swears  that 
he  was  the  public  officer  making  the  return.  The  affidavit 
states,  that  he  was  one  of  the  directors,  and  that  the  re- 
turn, which  shews  he  was  both  director  and  public  officer, 
is  true;  so  that,  reading  the  affidavit  with  the  return,  it  is 
clear  that  the  person  making  the  affidavit  is  the  public  re- 
gistered officer  authorized  to  prosecute  and  defend  on  be- 
half of  the  company.  It  has  been  further  contended,  that 
the  return  ought  to  have  been  filed,  between  the  28th  of 
February  and  the  25th  of  March ;  but  that  point,  Mr.  Offle 
informs  us,  he  intends  to  argue  in  another  case  in  the 
Queen's  Bench,  and  we  will  not,  therefore,  prejudice  his 
argument  by  giving  our  opinion  upon  it.  It  will  probably 
turn  out  that  the  provision  in  the  act  is  directory  merely. 
Then  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  fourth  issue  ought 
to  be  found  for  the  defendant  Dunn,  he  having  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  ceased,  as  it  is  contended,  to  be 
public  registered  officer,  in  consequence  of  a  private  regu- 
lation of  the  company,  that  if  any  public  registered  officer 
should  become  bankrupt,  he  should  cease  to  be  such  officer. 
We  think  the  true  construction  of  that  clause  is,  not  that 
the  party  should  cease  to  be  public  officer  absolutely,  but 
that  the  office  should  be  vacant  at  the  election  of  the  com- 
pany, without  any  step  being  necessary  to  remove  him.  The 
company,  however,  do  not  in  this  case  so  elect,  or  replace 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleat,  him^  bat  he  continues  to  act  as  public  officer,  and  the  com* 

pany  cannot  go  on  without  a  public  officer^  as  in  his  name 
alone  can  they  sue  or  be  sued.  But  it  is  further  argued, 
that  two  members  of  the  plaintiff's  company  knew  of  this 
regulation.  I  am  inclined  to  think,  however,  that  this  ob- 
jection is  removed  by  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  96.  Since  that 
act,  a  company  of  this  kind  is  in  the  nature  of  a  corpora- 
tion, not  an  ordinary  co-partnership  suing  jointly^  so  that 
notice  to  one  of  its  members  is  not  notice  to  all.  As,  how- 
ever, there  is  no  proof  that  they  had  notice  of  the  event 
having  happened  on  which  the  office  would  become  vacant, 
viz.  the  bankruptcy,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point, 
because  notice  of  the  stipulation  in  the  deed  would  not  be 
enough. 


Alderson,  B.,  Gurnet,  B.,  and  Rolfe^  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Feb.  1 7. 


C 


Hunt  r.  Hoofer  and  Another. 


In  an  action       \>  ASE  against  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex.     The  first  count 

sheriff  for^not  ^^^  ^^^  *  ^*'**^  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  of  fi.  fa. ;  and 
levying,  and  for  the  second  was  for  not  levying  under  the  writ,  when  there 

a  false  return  of  I'liii.-. 

nulla  bona,  it  wcrc  goods  upou  which  the  defendants  could  and  ought 
tTo?!"}:!'  to  have  levied. 

was  iMued  by 

the  plaintiff  against  the  goods  of  W.,  and  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the  7th  of  Jane,  with 
a  direction  to  issue  the  warrant  immediately,  and  the  seizure  took  place  the  daj  after.  Pre- 
yiously»  (on  the  Ist  of  June),  B.  had  delivered  a  writ  of  ft.  fa.  against  W.  to  the  theriff,  with 
directions  to  ezecote  it,  at  the  same  time  suggesting  that  the  nezt  morning  would  be  the  best 
time  for  the  purpose,  but  he  did  not  order  the  sheriff  to  restrain  the  execution  until  Chat  time. 
Subsequently,  (W.  having  offered  him  £hO  to  stay  the  execution),  B.  verbally  desired  the 
sheriff,  and  on  the  2nd  of  June  gave  him  written  notice,  not  to  execute  the  writ  until  fbitiier 
orders.  The  jtbO  not  being  paid,  B.  requested  the  sheriff  to  proceed,  and  the  bailiff  acGoni- 
ingly  entered,  but  found  the  plaintiff's  bailiff  in  possession.  The  sheriff  then  sold  tiie  goods,  paid 
the  money  to  B.  and  returned  nulla  bona  to  the  plaintiff's  writ.  The  jury  found  that  B.'s  writ 
was  in  the  first  instance  intended  to  be  executed : — Held,  that  the  notice  bj  B.  not  to  eze* 
cute  the  writ  until  further  order  was  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal  of  hia  writ,  which  could  not  be 
considered  as  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be  executed,  within  the  meaning  of  29  Car.  2.  c.  3, 
a.  16,  until  the  order  to  proceed ;  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for 
the  amount  levied. 
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The  defendants  pleaded^  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  to  Ejeeh.qfPieoM, 
the  first  count,  that  they  did  not  levy  the  monies  indorsed 
on  the  writ  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof; 
thirdly,  to  the  second  count,  that  there  were  not  any  goods 
or  chattels  of  the  said  William  Ward,(the  execution  defend- 
ant), out  of  which  they  the  defendants,  as  such  sheriff  as 
aforesaid,  could  or  might  have  levied  the  monies  indorsed 
on  the  said  writ  in  the  second  count  mentioned,  or  any 
part  thereof,  modo  et  forma. 

The  replication  took  issue  on  the  above  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Bolfe,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
in  last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  having  obtained 
a  judgment  against  a  person  of  the  name  of  Ward,  issued 
thereon  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  which  was  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants, as  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  on  the  7th  of  June  1843, 
with  directions  to  issue  a  warrant  immediately.  On  the 
following  day  a  seizure  took  place  under  that  writ.  Before 
the  plaintiff's  writ  had  issued,  namely,  on  the  1st  of  June 
1843,  one  Bird  had  delivered  to  the  defendants  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.  against  the  goods  of  Ward,  indorsed  to  levy  618/. 
19^.  Sd,,  besides,  &c.,  with  directions  to  execute  it,  and  at 
the  same  time  suggested,  that  the  following  morning 
would  be  the  best  time  for  that  purpose ;  but  no  direction 
was  given  not  to  execute  it  until  that  time.  In  the  mean- 
time, however,  Ward  requested  Bird  to  stay  the  execution, 
and  promised  him  £50  if  he  would  do  so.  Bird,  in  con- 
sequence, verbally  desired  the  defendants  to  suspend  the 
execution,  and  on  the  2nd  of  June,  1843,  gave  them  a 
written  notice  not  to  execute  the  writ  until  further  order. 
On  the  9th  of  June,  the  £50  not  having  been  paid  by 
Ward^  Bird  required  the  defendants  to  proceed  with  the 
execution,  and  the  bailiff  accordingly  entered,  but  found 
another  bailiff  in  possession,  under  the  plaintiff's  writ. 
The  defendants,  however,  proceeded  to  sell  under  Bird's 
execution,  and  paid  over  the  sum  of  27/.  5«.  lid.,  the 
amount  realized,  to  him,  and  returned  nulla  bona  to  the 
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BjkA,  o/PUmi,  plaintiff's  writ.    The  learned  Judge  haTing  left  the  qiies- 
-     tion  to  the  jurr^  they  found  that  Bird's  writ  was,  in  the 
^^^^        first  instance^  intended  to  be  executed,  and  not  suspended 
Hoopxm.      until  the  following  morning.    A  verdict  was  then  found 
for  the  defendants,  leave  being  reserved  for  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  for  the  sum  levied,  if 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the  dream- 
stances,  he  was  entitled  to  recover.  Erie  having  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly,  on  the  ground  that  Bird's  writ  was  not  en- 
titled to  priority,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case,  citingKemplandy.Maeaulay{a)  and  Pringk  Y.Imiac(b), 

Butt  {Jervis  with  him)  shewed  cause  {Feb.  9). — ^As  be- 
tween the  sheriff  and  execution  creditor,  the  general  rok 
is,  that  the  writ  first  delivered  to  the  sheriff  is  entitled  to 
priority,  and  binds  the  goods  of  the  party  firom  its  deUveij. 
In  Smallcotnb  v.  Cro9S  (c)  it  was,  after  argument,  resolfed 
by  all  the  judges,  "  that  if  two  writs  of  execution  are  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff  the  same  day,  he  has  not  an  dection 
to  execute  which  he  pleases,  but  he  must  execute  that 
which  was  first  delivered."  And,  although  there  be  a  levy 
under  a  second  writ,  the  goods  are  bound  by  the  first,  un- 
less there  be  fraud ;  and  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  apply  the 
proceeds  to  satisfy  the  first  writ.  Thus,  in  the  case  of 
Smallcomb  v.  CrosSy  it  was  also  resolved,  that,  if  the  sheriff 
levies  goods  by  virtue  of  the  writ  last  delivered,  and  makea 
sale  of  them,  (whether  the  last  writ  was  delivered  upon  the 
same  day,  or  a  subsequent  day),  the  property  of  the  goods  is 
bound  by  the  sale,  and  the  party  cannot  seize  them  by  vir- 
tue of  his  execution  first  delivered ;  but  he  may  have  his 
remedy  against  the  sheriff.  The  only  exception  to  that 
rule  is,  where  the  first  execution  creditor  has  delivered  his 
writ  to  the  sheriff  fraudulently,  without  any  intention  at 
the  time  of  levying,  but  with  a  view  to  protect  the  defend- 

(a)  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  95.     {h)  11  Price,  445.    (c)  1  Ld.  Rayiii.  251. 
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anf  8  goods  from  a  second  execution.  And,  accordingly,  in  Bxch,  of  pieat 
the  case  above  cited,  it  was  held,  that  no  action  lay  against 
the  sheriff,  '^  because  he  who  delivered  his  first  writ  would 
not  take  a  warrant  from  the  sheriffs  to  levy  the  goods ;  so 
that  it  seems  he  had  a  design  only  to  keep  the  execution  in 
his  pocket  to  protect  the  defendant's  goods  by  fraud.'' 
That,  however,  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  as  was  held  in 
Bradley  v.  Wyndham  (a).  The  marginal  note  there  is, 
''A  first  fi.  fa.,  executed  fraudulently;  a  second  fi.  fa., 
executed  afterwards,  shall  stand  and  be  preferred,  and 
the  matter  was  properly  left  to  the  jury."  The  defendants 
entirely  assent  to  that  proposition,  and  are  not  interested  in 
denying  it ;  for,  in  this  case,  the  jury  have  found  that  there 
was  a  bon&  fide  delivery  of  Bird's  writ  to  be  executed ;  in- 
deed, no  fraud  whatever  is  imputed,  nor  was  there  any 
injury  or  disadvantage  to  the  second  execution  creditor. 
In  Kempland  v.  Macaulay  (A),  which  is  relied  upon  by  the 
other  side.  Lord  Kenyan,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinion,  '^that 
though,  in  general,  the  sheriff  must  first  levy  on  the  writ 
which  he  first  receives,  yet,  if  the  plaintiff  in  that  writ  di- 
rects it  not  to  be  executed  before  a  distant  day,  and,  in  the 
meantime,  another  execution  comes,  the  sheriff  is  not  to 
keep  the  first  writ  hanging  over  the  heads  of  other  creditors, 
but  is  to  levy  under  the  last  execution,  as  if  no  other  had  ever 
been  delivered  to  him."  That  is  perfectly  good  law  as  ap- 
plied to  the  facts  of  that  case,  where  a  letter  had  been  writ- 
ten by  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  sheriff's  officer,  direct- 
ing him  not  to  levy  under  the  writ  till  a  future  day,  evi- 
dently for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  covering  the  defend- 
ant's goods ;  and,  in  the  meantime,  another  execution  came 
to  the  sheriff's  hands,  under  which  he  levied.  But  that  dic- 
tum is  totally  inapplicable  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case, 
where  the  writ  was  bon&  fide  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the 
Ist  of  June,  for  the  purpose  of  being  executed.  The  case  of 
Pringle  v.  Isaac  (c)  was  an  action  for  a  false  return.  There, 

a)  I  Wih.  44.         (6)  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  95.         {e)  11  Price,  445. 
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Bxeh.qfPieiu,  the  attorney  of  a  judgment  creditor  delivered  to  the  sheriff 

a  writ  of  fi.  fa*,  accompanied  by  a  letter,  directing  him  not 
to  execute  it  till  the  return,  unless  another  execution  should 
come  in  in  the  meantime;  and  afterwards  he  sent  in  a& 
alias,  with  the  same  directions.  Another  execution  coming 
in,  the  sheriff  gave  precedence  to  it,  and  returned  nolh 
bona  to  the  first  writ.    The  judgment  creditor  ha?iog 
brought  an  action  against  the  sheriff,  it  was  held,  that  it 
would  not  lie.     But  the  facts  of  that  case  were  altogether 
different  from  the  present.    That  was  a  mere  colourahk 
proceeding  with  a  view  to  defeat  the  other  creditors,  aod 
the  plaintiff's  writ  was  not  bon&  fide  delivered  to  the  she- 
riff to  be  executed.     In  the  present  case,  there  was  a  boot 
fide  postponement  of  execution,  but  that  was  after  a  delivei; 
of  the  writ  to  be  executed,  and  there  is  no  suggestion  of  anj 
fraud.    The  general  doctrine,  that  the  first  writ  is  entitled 
to  priority,  ought,  therefore,  in  this  case,  to  prevail.    The 
clear  rule  of  law  is,  as  laid  down  in  HtUchinwn  v.  Joh^ 
son  {a),  that,  where  two  writs  of  fi.  fa.  against  the  same 
defendant  are  delivered  to  a  sheriff  on  different  dajrs,  ind 
no  sale  is  actually  made  of  the  defendant's  goods,  the  first 
execution  must  have  the  priority,  even  though  the  seixore 
were  first  made  under  the  subsequent  execution.    Drewe^* 
Lainson  {b)  is  an  authority  to  the  same  point,  though  the 
question  arose  on  the  validity  of  the  plea.   The  rule  of  lav 
is  there  taken  to  be,  that,  though  the  levy  is  under  the 
second  writ,  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  satisfy  the  first.   In 
this  case.  Bird's  debt  was  large,  and  the  goods  sufficient 
to  satisfy  a  small  part  only  of  the  debt ;  and  the  sheriff 
was  justified  in  returning  nulla  bona.     In  Wtntle  v.  /ref* 
man(c),  the  plaintiff  having  issued  a  fi.  fa.,  the  sheriff 
seized  goods,  the  proceeds  of  which  were  exhausted  by  ps;- 
ment  of  a  year's  rent  to  the  landlord,  under  stat.  8  Anne, 
c.  14,  s.  1,  the  expenses,  and  the  sum  due  under  another 

(a)  1  T.  R.  729.  (c)  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  539;  1  G.  * 

(6)  11  Ad.  &  £11.  529 ;   3  P.  &      D.  93. 
D.  245. 
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writ  of  fi.  fa.,  previously  delivered  to  the  slieriflF:  and  it  iSP/rA.  ifPiem, 
was  held,  that  a  return  of  nulla  bona  to  the  plaintiff's  writ 
was  proper,  and  that  the  sheriff,  in  an  action  against  him 
for  falsely  making  such  return,  might  shew  the  above  fact4s 
vnder  a  plea,  that  the  original  defendant  had  no  goods 
whereof  the  sheriff  could  levy  the  damages  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned. 


Erk  and  Crompton,  in  support  of  the  rule. — This  is  an 

action  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona,  and  for  not  levying 

when  there  were  goods  upon  which  the  sheriff  could  and 

ought  to  have  levied.    At  the  time  when  the  plaintiff's 

writ  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  and  also  when  the  levy 

was  made.  Bird's  writ  of  execution,  though  in  fact  in  the 

hands  of  the  sheriff,  had  been  countermanded.     IRolfe,  B. 

—What  was  said  was,  here  is  the  writ,  but  the  best  time 

to  levy  is  to-morrow  morning.   The  real  meaning  of  it  was, 

that  he  was  not  to  levy  later  than  the  following  morning.] 

It  is  submitted  that  the  notice  of  the  2nd  of  June  amount- 

^  to  a  positive  suspension  of  the  execution  until  further 

orders,  and  the  simple  question  is,  whether  it  must  not, 

tinder  the  circumstances,  be  considered  as  withdrawn,  and 

therefore  not  in  the  sheriff's  hands  to  be  executed,  within 

the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  s.l6, 

which  enacts,  "  that  no  writ  of  execution  shall  bind  the 

iroperty  of  the  goods,  but  from  the  time  that  such  writ 

(hall  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed/'    The  cir- 

mmstances  under  which  this  writ  was  placed  in  the  she- 

•iff's  hands  prevented  it  from  having  that  effect.    It  is 

ost  the  same  as  if  it  had  been  actually  withdrawn.     In 

Barker  v.  St.  Quintin  (a),  it  was  held  that,  after  a  direction 

>f  the  plaintiff  not  to  execute  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  the  sheriff, 

f  he  does  so,  becomes  a  trespasser.     So,  in  this  case  the 

sheriff  was  in  the  situation  of  having  a  writ  in  his  hands 

{a)  12M.  &  W.  441. 


9. 
HOOPBR. 
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Bxeh.  o/pieoi,  not  to  be  executed ;  and  if  he  had  executed  it  daring  the 
^  continuance  of  the  countermand^  he  would  have  been  a 
Hunt  trespasser.  During  the  interval  between  the  1st  of  June 
and  the  9th^  there  was  no  duty  in  the  sheriff  to  levy  under 
Bird's  execution;  and  if  he  had  levied,  the  execution 
debtor  would  have  had  a  right  of  action  against  the  sheriffi 
as  having  no  direction  to  execute  the  writ.  Here  the  hiA 
was^  that  the  plaintiff  stopped  the  execution  upon  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  £50  by  a  given  time.  In  every  one  of  the 
cases  of  this  kind^  there  has  been  nothing  in  the  nature  of 
frauds  but  merely  the  giving  of  some  favour  by  which  the 
execution  was  delayed.  Lord  Kenyan,  in  Kempland  v.  Ma- 
caulay  [a),  did  not  put  the  case  on  the  ground  of  fraud  tt 
all^  but  on  the  simple  ground  **  that,  if  the  plaintiff  in  the 
first  execution  directs  it  not  to  be  executed  before  a  distant 
day,  and  in  the  meantime  another  execution  comes^  the 
sheriff  is  not  to  keep  the  first  writ  hanging  over  the  heads 
of  the  other  creditors^  but  is  to  levy  under  the  last  execa- 
tion,  as  if  no  other  had  ever  been  delivered  to  him.''  And 
the  cases  of  PHngle  v.  Isaac  {b),  Payne  v.  Drewe  (c),  and 
Samtiel  v.  Duke  {d),  are  also  authorities  shewing  that  the 
execution  does  not  bind  the  goods,  by  reason  of  the  delaVi 
when  there  has  been  a  suspension  of  the  writ.  A  coun- 
termand of  execution  is  tantamount  to  a  withdrawal  of  the 
writ.  This  writ  was  not,  at  the  time  when  the  second 
execution  came  in,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be  executed,  and  he 
would  have  been  a  trespasser  if  he  had  executed  it  before 
be  received  further  instructions  to  do  so. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  deliver^  by 
Parke,  B. — The  question  in  this  case  arose  on  a  motion 

(a)  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  95.  (c)  4  East,  523. 

(b)  1 1  Price,  445.  (rf)  3  M.  &  W.  622. 
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to  enter  a  verdict  on  a  point  reserved  by  my  Brother  Rolfe.  F^eh.  of  Pleas, 
The  plaintiff  brought  an  action  against  the  defendants^  the 
sheriff  of  Middlesex^  for  not  levying^  and  for  a  false  return 
of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  issued  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  goods  of  one  Ward.  The  writ  was  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  on  the  7th  of  June^  with 
directions  to  issue  a  warrant  immediately ;  and  the  seizure 
took  place  the  day  after.  Before  this^  namely,  on  the  Ist 
of  Jnne,  one  Bird  had  delivered  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  to  the  sheriff, 
with  directions  to  execute  it,  and  at  the  same  time  sug- 
gested that  the  following  morning  would  be  the  best  time 
for  the  purpose ;  but  did  not  order  the  sheriff  not  to  exe- 
cote  it  until  that  time.  Before  that  period,  the  defendant 
Ward  made  a  request  to  Bird  to  stay  the  execution,  and 
promised  him  £50,  and  Bird  on  that  day  verbally,  and  on 
the  day  after  in  writing,  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  not 
to  execute  his  fi.  fa.  until  further  orders.  On  the  9th  of 
June,  the  £50  not  having  been  paid  by  Ward,  such  further 
orders  were  given ;  but,  when  the  bailiff  for  Bird  entered, 
the  plaintiff's  bailiff  was  in  possession.  The  defendants, 
however,  proceeded  to  sell  to  satisfy  Bird's  execution,  and 
paid  over  the  amount,  271.  68.  lid.,  to  him,  and  returned 
nulla  bona  to  the  plaintiff's  writ,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
brought  this  action. 

The  jury  found  that  Bird's  writ  was,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, intended  to  be  executed,  and  not  suspended  until 
the  following  morning.  The  question  is,  whether  the  de- 
fendants were  justified  in  giving  Bird  a  preference,  and 
paying  over  the  proceeds  to  him.  There  is  no  doubt  but 
that  the  sheriff,  as  between  him  and  different  execution 
creditors,  is  bound  to  execute  that  writ  which  is  first  de- 
livered to  him  to  be  executed,  and  is  responsible  to  the 
first  creditor  who  so  delivered  his  writ  if  he  does  not.  On 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  was  contended,  that  they  were 
justified  in  preferring  Bird's,  because  Bird's  writ  was  first 
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Exeh.  nfPietUt  delivered  to  them  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule ;  am 

that  such  first  delivery  entitled  him  to  a  preference,  unla 
it  YfWR  fraudulent,  that  is,  unless  it  was  put  into  the  sherif 
hands,  to  cover  the  goods  against  a  subsequent  executioi 
without  any  intention  to  make  an  actual  levy,  in  whid 
sense  Bird's  execution  certainly  was  not  fraudulent.    Hm 
plaintifif's  counsel,  on  the  other  hand,  contended,  thit 
Bird^s  writ  ought  to  have  no  preference,  because,  thongk 
it  was  first  delivered  to  be  executed,  such  execution  vai 
afterwards  countermanded,  and,  whilst  such  countermaitd 
continued,  the  writ  must  be  considered  as  not  delivered  it 
all  to  be  executed,  because  the  sheriff  could  not  act  uponit) 
and  that  the  second  order  to  execute  could  give  no  priori^. 
All  the  authorities  bearing  on  this  question  were  cited  oi 
one  side  or  the  other.     On  full  consideration  of  thenii  le 
are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff's  argument  is  well  founded. 
To  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  that  the  defendants  have  not 
executed  his  writ,  their  excuse  is,  that  they  had  a  prior  writ 
in  their  hands  to  be  executed  when  the  plaintiff's  writ  im 
delivered  to  them,  and  that  they  did  execute  that  writ  bf 
seizing  and  selling  under  it ;  the  plaintiff's  answer  to  thit 
excuse  is,  that,  when  his  writ  was  delivered,  the  defendanti 
had  received  orders  not  to  execute  the  former  writ,  and 
consequently  had  no  writ  to  be  executed,  and  would  have 
been  trespassers  if  they  had  attempted  to  do  so,  and  there- 
fore could  not  legally  seize  or  sell  under  that  writ;  lod 
this,  we  think,  is  a  good  answer  to  the  sheriff's  excne. 
That  the  sheriff  would  have  been  a  trespasser  by  acting 
under  a  countermanded  writ,  and  which  was  therefore  i 
writ  not  delivered  to  be  executed,  was  settled  by  the  recent 
case  of  Barker  v.  St.  Quintin,  in  this  Court. 

The  authorities  relied  upon  by  the  defendants  in  sap- 
port  of  the  position,  that  a  writ  first  delivered  is  to  bave 
the  preference,  unless  it  be  fraudulently  delivered  in  the 
sense  before  mentioned,  do  not  really  sustain  it   In  Ketf- 
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kiidy.Macaulay{a),  hord  Kenyon  does  not  rest  the  case  Bxch.qfPie<u, 
OD  the  ground  of  fraud,  but  says,  that  if  the  sheriflF  is  ^  ^^^' 
directed  not  to  execute  the  first  writ  before  a  given  day, 
and  another  execution  in  the  meantime  comes,  he  must 
execute  that.  To  the  same  effect  is  Pringle  v.  Isaac  (i), 
fhich  last  case  did  not  turn  upon  the  supposed  fraudulent 
intent  to  protect  the  goods,  but  on  the  omission  of  the 
pUintiff  to  direct  his  writ  to  be  executed,  and  Wood,  B., 
8ai4  the  case  was  within  the  principle  of  Kempland  v. 
Uocmdoffy  and  the  question  of  fraud  need  not  be  left  to 
tibe  jury.  In  SmaUcomby.  Cross  (c),  which  has  the  appear- 
tnce  of  supporting  the  defendants'  position,  Lord  Holi  is 
reported  to  have  said,  obiter,  (for  it  was  unnecessary  to  the 
JMasion  of  the  case),  that  no  action  lies  against  the  sheriff, 
because  he  who  delivered  his  first  writ  would  not  take  a 
warrant;  so,  it  seems,  be  had  a  design  only  to  keep  the 
fint  execution  in  his  pocket  to  protect  the  defendant's 
goods  by  fraud.  Though  Lord  Holt  infers  from  the  plain- 
tiff's conduct  a  fraudulent  intent,  he  does  not  treat  that 
iilt^nt  as  essential  in  order  to  deprive  him  of  his  priority. 
T^9  last  case  cited  was  Bradley  v.  Wyndham  [d) ;  there  the 
writ  was  delivered  nominally,  with  orders  to  execute  it ; 
there  was  an  actual  seizure  by  the  sheriff,  so  that  it  became 
^question  whether  such  seizure  was  void  on  the  ground  of 
iti  being  colourable,  and  meant  to  protect  the  property. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  the  coun- 
termand of  the  execution  of  the  writ  was  equivalent  to  its 
withdrawal  at  the  time,  and  Bird's  writ  could  not  be  cen- 
tered as  having  been  delivered  to  the  sheriff  to  be  exe- 
rted until  the  order  to  proceed  after  the  delivery  of  the 
plaintiff's^  and  consequently  the  rule  must  be  absolute  to 
^Qter  a  verdict  for  27/.  5«.  \\d.,  the  amount  realized. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Peake*s  N.  f.  C.  96.  (c)  1  Id  Rnym.  252. 

\b)  11  Price,  445,  (c^)  1  WiU  44. 

VOL.  XII.  Y  Y  M.  W. 
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Bjpch,  ofPleoit 
1844. 

Feb,  17.  Mason  v.  Farnell. 

In  detinue,  the  DeTINUE.— The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  w«- 

not,  under  the  possessed,  as  of  his  own  property,  of  certain  deeds  of  greaa 

detine^^andnot  ^alue,  to  wit,  &c.,  and,  being  so  possessed,  casually  lost  th^ 

posaessed,  gaid  deeds,  and  the  same  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  came  t« 

ihew  that  he 

had  a  common    the  possession  of  the  defendant  by  finding.    Breach,  thm 
the  plaintiff  in    the  defendant  refused  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff 
^  hTto  bJ  ^^®^>  ^®^*  ^^^  detinet ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  wti 

recovered,  e.  g.  not  lawfully  posscsscd,  as  of  his  own  property,  of  the  said 

that  he  was 

tenant  in  com-     deeds. 

^oe  o^ht  to'       ^^  ^^^  trial,  before  hord  Denmany  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Son- 

^eadcd*"^       mer  assizes  at  Norwich,  the  following  facts  appeared  in 

The  assent  of  evidence: — ^The  defendant  and  a  Mr.  Warner  had  been 

an  executor  to  a 

bequest  is  not  a  appointed  trustees  and  executors  under  the  will  of  Saw 
bu?a  question  ^^01^9  and  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  the  nine  children  of 
of  fact  for  the  -^^9.  Mason,  and  one  of  the  residuary  legatees.  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  to  recover  the  title-deeds  of  part  of  tta 
leasehold  estate  of  the  testatrix,  which  had  been  agreed  to 
be  sold  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  and  Warner,  but 
the  conveyance  of  which  was  signed  by  Warner  only,  and 
not  by  the  defendant.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  wai 
contended  that  the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  aa  die 
defendant  had  assented  to  the  legacy  to  himself  as  inaUe; 
and  therefore  that  he  was  tenant  in  common  with  the 
plaintiff  in  the  deeds  sought  to  be  recovered.  On  the  other 
hand  it  was  insisted,  that  the  defendant  and  Warner  had 
agreed  to  sell  the  property  in  their  character  of  executorii 
and  not  of  trustees ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  conveyance  bf 
Warner  alone  to  the  plaintiff  gave  him  a  title  to  maintam 
the  action.  It  was  also  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  defence  in  question  was  not  open  to  the  de- 
fendant imder  the  present  pleas.  The  learned  Judge  wtf 
of  opinion,  that  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  assent  was  mat- 
ter of  law ;  but  he  reserved  the  point,  and,  on  the  jury  find* 
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ing  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  B^h,  of  Pleat, 

move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  ^  ^^"^l 

Byles,  Serjt.,  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained 
a  rule  accordingly, 

Andrews  {Palmer  with  him)  shewed  cause  in  Hilary 
term  [January  18]. — First,  the  defendant  had  not  assented 
to  take  the  leasehold  property  in  question  in  his  character 
of  legatee,  but  as  executor  only;  and  Warner  and  Famell, 
the  defendant,  enter  into  a  contract  to  sell  the  property  in 
that  character;  and,  therefore,  the  conveyance  executed 
by  Warner  passed  the  property,  it  being  leasehold,  to  the 
plaintiff.  In  Simpson  v.  Gutteridge  (a)  it  was  held,  that 
an  assignment,  which  professed  to  be  an  assignment  by 
two  executors,  passed  the  whole  interest,  though  executed 
by  one  only.  And  Sir  Thomas  Pbimer,  V.-C,  there  says, 
**  that  where  one  of  several  joint-tenants,  or  tenants  in  com- 
mon, executes  a  deed,  it  passes  only  the  share  of  the  party 
so  executing;  but  several  executors  are  considered  only  as 
one,  and  a  gift,  sale,  &c.  by  one  executor  is  as  effectual  as 
if  all  of  them  had  joined.''  And  he  then  cites  Dyer,  23  b, 
where  it  is  said,  '^  If  two  executors  have  a  term,  and  one 
grants  to  a  stranger  all  that  belongs  to  him,  the  whole  term 
passes,  inasmuch  as  each  of  them  has  an  entire  authority 
and  interest  in  the  term  as  executor ;  but  of  other  joint- 
tenants  of  a  term  it  is  otherwise ;  so  there  is  a  diversity.'' 
And  the  Yice-Chancellor  adds,  "  This  doctrine  has  been 
constantly  recognized.  £ach  executor  has  an  entire  in- 
terest in  the  term."  The  conveyance,  therefore,  in  this  case, 
passed  the  whole  interest  to  the  plaintiff.  Secondly,  the 
defence,  that  the  plaintiff  is  tenant  in  common  with  the 
defendant,  cannot  be  set  up  under  the  pleas  of  non  detinet, 
and  not  possessed.  If  that  were  allowed,  it  would  do  away 
with  all  the  advantages  to  be  derived  from  the  new  rules 

(a)  1  Madd.  616. 
V  Y  2 
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B^eh,  (ifPktu,  in  this  respect^  as  the  party  would  not  know  what  he 
.    ^^      .     to  come  prepared  to  try.    The  case  of  lien  in  trorcr  standi 
Mason       oq  different  gronnds,  as  there  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  t^ 
FAmiiBix.     the  goods  until  he  has  satisfied  the  lien. — He  was  the^ 
stopped  by  the  Courts  who  called  on 

E.  V.  WiUiams  {Bgle^,  Serjt,  with  him),  to  support  H^m 
rule. — First,  there  is  abundant  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
defendant  and  Warner,  the  ^Lecotors,  assented  to  take 
the  property  as  trustees^  and  not  as  executors,  by  wUd 
they  would  become  joint-tenants;  and,  therefore,  a  eon. 
Teyance  by  Warner  alone  was  not  sufficient  to  pass  the 
property  in  the  title-deeds  to  the  plaintiff.     The  author 
ities  shew,  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  eapreu  » 
sent  by  an  executor  to  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  him,  bat 
it  may  be  implied :  Com.  Dig.  *'  Administration/'  C.  & 
In  Doe  d.  Hayes  t.  Sturgee  (a)  the  rule  on  this  subject 
is  thus  laid  down  by  Oibbe,  C.  J. :  ''  The  principle  oti- 
blished  in  these,  and  all  the  cases  cited,  is,  that  if  in 
executor^  in  his  manner  of  administering  the  properfyi 
does  any  act  which  shews  that  he  has  assented  to  the  1^ 
gacy^  that  shall  be  taken  as  evidence  of  his  assent  to  tbe 
legacy;  but  if  his  acts  are  referable  to  his  character  of  exe- 
cutor, they  are  not  evidence  of  an  assent  to  the  legacy.^ 
There  is  also  another  principle,  that  not  only  can  one  en- 
cutor  act  alone^  to  convey  the  testator's  property,  but  be 
may  do  so  against  the  will  of  his  co-executor.    But  if  it 
turn  out  that  either  executor  has  assented  to  take  the 
estate  devised  to  them  in]  their  character  of  trustees,  the 
estate  vests  in  them  as  trustees^  and  then  the  principle 
as  to  executors  ceases  to  apply.    Now  here  the  estate 
was  devised  to  Warner  and  the  defendant  upon  certiiB 
trusts,  and  they  ought  not  to  sell  the  property  as  executoriy 
unless  they  were  constrained  to  do  it  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  funds  to  satisfy  the  testator's  debts.     If  there  were 

(a)  7  Taust.  223. 
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debti  to  be  satiafied^  and  no  other  Assets  available  to  pay  JBmA.  nfPieoM, 
them,  then  they  must  sell  as  executors ;  but  if  not,  then 
it  was  their  duty  to  do  it  as  trustees.  The  testator  con- 
templated that  he  was  to  have  the  benefit  of  their  joint 
judgment.  The  testators  meanisg  was,  thirf;  they  were 
Bot  to  "act  as  executors  in  the  sale  of  the  estate,  unless  there 
ahould  be  an  exigency  on  account  of  debts.  It  appears 
liere,  that  the  parties  were  selling  in  their  character  of 
trustees ;  and  if  so,  it  must  be  taken  that  they  had  aa- 
aented  to  take  as  trustees.  It  was  their  duty  to  sell  th^ 
jiroperty  as  trustees ;  and  it  must  be  assumed,  if  there  be 
any  ambiguity,  that  they  adopted  the  right  course,  and 
acted  consistently  with  their  duty,  and  not  in  violation  of 
it.  If  Warner  executed  the  deed  us  trustee,  it  amounts 
to  an  assent  by  him  to  the  bequest  to  him  as  trustee ; 
and,  after  having  executed  the  deed  as  such,  it  is  im- 
possible for  iam  to  say  he  did  not  take  an  interest  as  trus- 
tee. Secondly,  this  defence  is  available  under  these  plead- 
fingSj — ^for,  under  one  or  other  of  the  pleas,  it  was  com- 
petent ior  the  defendant  to  shew  that  he  was  tenant  in 
isommon  of  the  deeds  in  question,  and  that  the  action  is 
•not  maintainable  against  him.  The  declaration  in  detinue 
•consists  of  two  propositions ;  the  first  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
Ina  such  a  property  in  the  chattel  as  will  enable  him  to 
•maintain  the  action;  the  second  is,  that  the  defendant  has 
jrefused  to  delivw  up  to  the  plaintiff  that  which  is  iA 
property.  If  >the  defendant  traverses  both  those  allegations, 
he  denies  thciright  of  action  altogether.  [Alderfon,  B. — 
As  to  the  plea  of  non  detinet,  the  defendant  is  precluded, 
.by  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will.  4,  -from  setting  up 
.under  it  anything  else  than  a  denial  of  the  detention. 
There  are  negative  words  to  be  found  in  the  rule  as  to  de- 
-tinue,  but  there  are  none  in  the  rule  as  to  trover.  In  the 
case  of  detinue,  you  can  only  give  in  evidence  under  non 
detinet,  that  you  did  not  detain.  As  to  the  plea  of  not 
possessed,  there  may  be  some  ground  for  argument.     In 
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Bxeh.  qfPieoi,  Oweti  Y,  Knight  {a)  it  was  held^  that,  under  the  plea  of  not 

possessed^  the  defendant  might  shew  that  he  had  a  lien  on 
the  deed  sought  to  be  recovered,  because  that  shewed  tkit 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  it.  But 
that  is  a  very  different  case  from  the  present.]  The  caset 
as  to  the  plea  of  not  possessed,  as  applying  to  a  lien,  hsTe, 
perhaps,  no  great  bearing  on  the  present  case.  The  plea  of 
not  possessed  means  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  lawfuUy  pos- 
sessed. The  averment,  that  the  plaintiff  is  possessed  as  of 
his  own  property,  means  that  he  is  possessed  in  such  i 
manner  as  entitles  him  to  bring  an  action  against  the  de- 
fendant. \^Alder8(my  B. — ^The  facts  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
has  such  a  property  in  the  deeds  as  will  entitle  him  to 
maintain  an  action  against  a  wrong-doer :  ought  not  the 
defendant,  then,  to  shew  the  character  in  which  he  stands, 
by  pleading  it  as  an  answer  to  his  prim&  facie  liability?] 
There  is  a  distinction  between  real  property  and  personal 
property,  with  respect  to  possession.  In  the  case  of  real 
property,  the  actual  possession  is  a  thing  distinct  from  the 
right  of  possession ;  but  in  the  case  of  personalty  the  pro- 
perty draws  to  it  the  possession.  The  meaning  of ''not 
possessed  "  here  is,  that  the  defendant  is  owner  of  the  pro- 
perty, in  such  a  way  as  to  be  an  answer  to  the  action.  The 
cases  of  Nicholls  v.  Bastard  (4),  Camaby  v.  Welby  (c),  and 
Gregg  v.  fVells  (rf),  shew  that,  as  against  a  mere  wrong- 
doer, the  plea  of  "  not  possessed  **  means  that  the  plaintiff 
had  not  the  actual  possession ;  but  if  the  defendant  is  an  exe- 
cution creditor,  or  otherwise  claims  under  a  right,  then  the 
meaning  of  the  proposition  shifts,  and  lets  in  the  inqmij 
as  to  who  is  entitled  to  the  property*  In  Leake  v.  Xocv- 
day  (e),  which  was  an  action  of  trover,  Coltman,  J.,  says: 

(a)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  54 ;  5  Scott,  {d)  10  Ad.  &  Ell.  90 ;  2  P.* 

307.  D.  296. 

(6)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  659.  {e)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  633,  N.  8, 

(c)  8  Ad.  &  Ell.  872;  1  P.  &  5  Scott,  N.  R.  923. 

D.  98. 
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''  The  meaning  of  the  plea  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  pro-  Bxch.  qfrutu, 
perty  in  the  goods  in  question  which  will  entitle  him  to  .  ^  . 
maintain  an  action  against  this  defendant/'  That  applies  Mason 
here;  for  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  maintain  an  ac-  Fa&nell. 
tion  against  another.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^What  is 
there  said  by  CoUman,  J.,  is  intended  to  meet  the  case 
under  discussion.  Alderson,  B. — Here  you  do  not  seek  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  property  in  the  deeds,  but 
that  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  hold  them  as  against 
him.]  The  meaning  of  the  rule  as  to  detinue  is,  that,  un- 
der non  detinet,  the  defendant  shall  only  contest  the  fact 
of  a  wrongful  detainer.  [Alderson,  B. — The  consequence 
of  holding  that  the  general  issue  in  trover  puts  in  issue 
the  wrongful  act,  has  been  to  raise  all  these  questions  as 
to  whether  the  detention  was  lawful.  But  this  is  not 
open  to  that  difficulty,  for,  in  the  rule  respecting  detinue^ 
the  word  *'  wrongful  *'  is  not  used.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
— ^llie  plea  of  non  detinet  is  a  denial  that  the  defendant 
ietained  as  against  the  plaintiff.  Here  the  defendant 
loes  detain  the  chattel  sought  to  be  recovered.  All  you 
can  say  is,  that  the  defendant  has  the  same  title  as  the 
plaintiff.  That  ought  to  be  specially  pleaded.]  The  de- 
fendant shews  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  owner  of  the 
property  so  as  to  maintain  the  action ;  because  a  tenant 
in  common  has  no  right  to  maintain  an  action  against 
bis  co-tenant  to  recover  the  possession  of  the  common 
property.  At  all  events,  the  proposed  defence  is  available 
imder  the  plea  of  not  possessed.  In  Leake  v.  Loveday  it 
iras  contended,  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  defend- 
mts  to  set  up  the  right  of  third  parties  as  against  the 
plaintiffs.  In  that  case  Maule,  J.,  says,  "  In  the  case  of 
Tioac  V.  Belcher,  Parke,  B.,  says,  '  The  plea,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  possessed  in  this  form  of  action,  puts  in  issue 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  possession  of  the  goods 
18  against  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  conversion.' 
rhe  meaning  of  that  plea  is  not  to  set  up  the  narrow  right 
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Exch.  of  pieai,  of  the  defendant  to  seize^  but  to  enlarge  the  defence  he^ 
^^^'  ^     yond  that,  and  to  put  in  issne  the  plaint^^  right  to  p09-<« 
Mason        session.     It  was  argued  in  that  case,  that,  th^e  being  % 
Fabnkll.     plc^  ^f  ^^^  possessed,  the  defendants  being  assigiieesy  an?^ 
claiming  the  right  to  the  goods  in  respect  of  their  beimy 
in  the  order  and  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  they  elaimeicf 
not  the  actual  property  vested  in  them  by  the  fiat,  but  tb 
right  to  take  and  deal  with  them ;  and  it  was  «aid  that  tiiii 
could  not  be  set  up  under  not  possessed  $  mnd  Parke,  &, 
said,  that  the  defendants  might  not  only  say  to  the  plaiih 
tiflF,  ^  You  have  no  right  to  bring  your  action  of  trover  at  all,' 
but  that  they  might  go  on  further,  and  say,  ^ Yon  have  nol 
a  property  in  the  goods  as  against  me/'*     [Aldermm^  R— 
All  the  cases  you  cite  are  either  cases  where  the  pfadntiir 
has  no  property  at  all,  or  no  property  as  against  the  de> 
fendant ;  but  here  the  plaintiff  has  an  equal  right  witktbe 
defendant.]     The  plaintiff  has  some  property  which  wiB 
enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  against  a  stranger,  but 
not  against  the  defendant.     If  this  defence  w^re  to  be 
specially  pleaded,  the  plea  must  state  the  fkcts,  and,  to* 
cording  to  the  old  precedents,  should  conclude  with  tk 
special  traverse,  **  without  this  that  the  plaintiff  was  poi* 
sesscd  modo  et  formfi  :*'    OUbert  v.  Parker  (a).    And  si 
that  would  not  confess  such  a  property  in  the  plaintiff  si 
would  entitle  him  to  maintain  this  action,  it  would  be  bad 
as  being  argumentative.     It  is  easy  to  say  that  you  mint 
plead  this  specially,  but,  when  you  COMe  to  look  at  what 
the  plea  would  be,  it  amounts  to  a  tnere  argument.   A 
tenant  in  common  has  no  right  to  recover  the  chattel  fipom 
his  co-tenant,  and  on  that  being  alleged,  it  would  shew  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  maintain  the  acticm  agsisflt 
this  defendant.     [Alderson,  B. — It  is  laid  down  in  Co.  lit^ 
283.  a.,  that,  under  non  detinet,  ''the  defendant  cannot  givt 
in  evidence  that  the  goods  were  pawned  to  him  for  mon^y 

(a)  6  Mod.  158  ;  2  Salk  639. 
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ttid  that  be  it  not  paid ;  bat  be  may  give  iu  evidence  a  gift,  Bmek.  qfPieat, 
far  liult  piweth  ht  detainetb  not  the  plaintiff's  goods/']     .  ^^'  . 
k  parfy  is  not  put  to  a  special  plea,  when  the  result  is  a       Mabon 
am{de  negatiiw  of  the  property  being  in  the  plaintiff  so  as      Faenell. 
ti>  enaUebim  to  maintain  the  action. 

Jtljidhnpt  and  Pabner,  oontriL — ^To  admit  this  defence  to 
be  fiven  in  endence  under  the  present  pleas  would  defeat 
ibe  object  of  the  new  rules,  which  was  to  inform  the  plain- 
tiff of  what  he  was  to  come  prepared  to  try.    Even  be- 
fore  the  new  rules,  this  subject-matter  of  defence  ought 
to  iiave  been  pleaded  by  way  g£  confession  and  avoidance. 
^raadbetd  v.  Ledward  (a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  one 
of  several  tenants  in  common  may  bring  detinue.    Siai^ 
^iffe  T.  Hardmick  {b)  is  an  express  authority  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff.  There  Parkej  B.,  says,  **  But  a  question  still 
Mnains  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  '  conversion.'    No 
doubt,  however,  occurs  in  this  case,  for  the  seizure  of  the 
chattel  by  the  defendant,  or  its  subsequent  sale,  is  un- 
doabtedly  a  oonvernon  by  the  defendant,  and  he  must, 
therefore,  confess  and  avoid  that  conversion  by  pleading 
qiecially  the  title  by  which  he  did  it."    The  present  case 
ia  ^istingiiishable  from  Owen  v.  Knight  (c),  because  there 
the  fiustli  shewed  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the 
indentmre,  but  here  he  has  the  right  of  property. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

AxDSBsoN,  B. — ^There  were  two  questions  in  this  case: 
first,  whether  the  defendant  established,  in  £Eu;t,  the  assent 
of  the  ^plaintiff  to  tiie  legacy  mentioned  in  the  testator's 
so  as  to. give  a  common  interest  to  both  plaintiff  an4 

(a)  11  Ad.&  £U.  209 ;  3  P.  &  D.  4d.  (b)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  1. 

(c)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  64 ;  6  Soott,  307. 
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Exch,qf Pleat,  defendant  in  the  deeds  sought  to  be  reoovered  in  this 
^^^'  .  action  of  detinue ;  and  the  second  question  was^  whether, 
if  this  fact  could  be  established^  it  was  competent  for  the 
defendant;  on  these  pleadings,  to  set  it  up  as  a  defence. 
Lord  Denman,  at  the  trials  treated  the  first  of  these  as  a 
question  of  law,  and  in  consequence  of  that  my  Brother 
Byles  did  not,  although  he  offered  to  do  so,  go  to  the  jorj 
upon  it.  The  question  depends  on  a  careful  and  some- 
what critical  comparison  of  the  terms  of  a  deed  with  tlie 
other  circumstances  and  fact  of  the  case.  We  think  it 
was  properly  a  question  of  facts  for  the  jury,  and  there- 
fore, if  we  were  of  opinion  that  the  pleadings  made  the 
fact  of  the  common  interest  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
in  the  deed  material,  we  should  grant  a  new  trial.  But 
we  think  the  second  question  must  be  determined  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  consequently,  that  the  rerdict 
must  stand.  The  declaration  in  this  case  is  a  declaration 
in  detinue  sur  trover,  and  states,  first,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  lawfully  possessed,  as  of  his  own  property,  of  certain 
deeds;  that  he  casually  lost  them  out  of  his  possession; 
and  that  they  came  to  the  possession  of  the  defendant  by 
finding;  and  then,  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the 
deeds  to  be  the  plaintiff's  property,  did  not  deliver  them, 
but  unjustly  detained  them  from  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
fendant has  pleaded,  first,  non  detinet;  and,  secondly,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  lawfully  possessed,  as  of  his  own  pro- 
perty, of  the  deeds  in  question.  As  to  the  first  of  these 
pleas  it  is  perfectly  clear,  under  the  very  words  of  the 
New  Rules,  and  according  to  the  exposition  of  those  words 
given  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Richards  v.  Franktan  (a), 
that  it  only  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  detainer  of  the 
goods,  the  subject  of  the  action.  This  point,  indeed,  was 
not  much  insisted  upon  in  the  argument.      The  onlj 

(a)  6  M.  &  W.  420. 
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question^  therefore^  is^  whether^  under  the  second  plea,  it  B»ch.  qfPieag, 
be  competent  to  set  up  this  defence.     There  is  no  doubt    .  . 

thatj  in  the  action  of  trover^  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas^  Mason 
in  Owen  v.  Knight  {a)^  has  decided,  that,  under  the  plea  of  farnbll. 
not  possessed,  the  defendant  may  give  in  evidence  a  lien, 
on  the  ground  that  this  plea  denies  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
the  immediate  possession  of  the  goods,  as  well  as  his  pro- 
perty in  them ;  and  in  the  case  of  White  v.  Teale  [b)  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held,  on  similar  grounds,  that 
Buch  a  defence  was  not  admissible  under  not  guilty.  It  is 
proper  to  abide  by  the  authority  of  these  decisions  in  the 
action  of  trover,  though,  no  doubt,  plausible  reasons  may 
be  assigned  for  saying  that  the  proper  plea  on  which  such 
a  defence  as  a  lien,  or  the  like,  may  be  made,  is  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  by  which  the  conversion  is  denied.  But  we 
are  of  opinion,  that,  in  the  action  of  detinue,  this  plea  of 
not  possessed  cannot  have  the  same  effect.  In  this  form 
of  action,  we  are  not  embarrassed  with  the  difficulty 
which  exists  in  the  action  of  trover  founded  on  a  conver- 
sion, which  is  always  a  wrongful  act,  and  cannot,  therefore,  • 
be  confessed  and  avoided.  The  detainer,  which  alone  is 
in  issue  under  non  detinet,  may  be  lawful  or  unlawful,  and, 
therefore,  it  may  be  denied  altogether,  or  it  may  be  ad- 
mitted and  justified  as  a  lawful  act ;  and  this  we  find  sup- 
ported by  the  older  authorities.  In  Co.  Litt.  283.  a.,  it  is 
thus  laid  down :  **  In  detinue,  the  defendant  pleadeth  nan 
detbiet;  (which,  under  the  old  mode  of  pleading,  put  in 
issue  the  plaintiff's  property  and  the  detainer) ;  he  cannot 
give  in  evidence  that  the  goods  were  pawned  to  him  for 
money,  and  that  it  is  not  paid,  but  must  plead  it ;  but  he 
may  give  in  evidence  a  gift  from  the  plaintiff,  for  that 
proveth  he  detaineth  not  the  plaintiff's  goods;"  and  yet  a 
pledge  for  money  unpaid  would  clearly  negative  the  plain- 

(a)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  54;  5  Scott,  (5)  12  Ad.  &  Ell.  114  ;  4  P.  & 

307.  D.  43. 
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jBrcA.  qfFkta,  tiff's  lidit  of  ifWTnftdtniy  possessiaB^  if  that,  indeed,  were  t 
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issue  in  detinue  under  not  possessed.  But,  accoiding 
Lord  Cake,  this  must  be  specially  [deeded  in  oonfessioM 
and  avoidance  of  the  detainer.  In  the  case  of  /mcI  wp 
Clarke  {a)fH(H^ht(m,  J ^  speaking  of  detinue,  says  expressly 
'^  En  un  detinue  pur  biensy  est  bon  plea  que  il  euz  pled^ 
pur  deniers  que  n'est  paie.''  And  Dod,  J^  in  the  saic^ 
case,  says,  "  En  detinue  pur  diarters,  defendant  dit  que  !« 
predecessor  dePplaintiff  ceo  pawne  a  hiy  pur  £6  que  vie^it 
al  use  del'mease,  at  que  il  est  reddie  a  deliver  les  charters,  le 
le  plaintiff  voih  paier  les  deniers ;  et  hon  plea.''  For  tki^ 
he  cites  88  Hen.  €,  26  and  27. 

The  plea  of  not  possessed,  we  think,  on  these  antbor- 
ities,  puts  only  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  in  issue;  nd, 
if,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  has  such  a  property  as  wiM  enar 
ble  him  to  maintain  detinue,  it  is  enough.  Now,  in  order 
to  maintain  detinue,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  riiooU  J 
have  the  entire  property  in  the  goods.  A  plaintiff  entitMi 
to  a  share  of  a  chattel  may  maintain  this  action.  Tint 
was  decided  by  the  Queen's  Bench  in  Braadbent  v.  lad- 
ward(b).  And,  if  the  defendant  has  any  right  to  detnn, 
arising,  as  in  this  case,  out  of  a  joint  interest,  or,  ai  ii 
other  cases,  out  of  a  lien  or  pledge,  we  think  that  he  must 
plead  .such  right  specially  on  the  record.  We  are  awaie 
this  is  contrary  to  an  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Qoeen'i 
Bench  in  the  case  of  Lane  v.  Teuaon  (r) ;  but  we  cannot 
agree  with  that  decision.  The  case  was  not  fully  argved 
before  the  Oourt,  nor  were  the  authorities,  which  we  tiuiik 
have  decided  that  question,  fully  laid  before  them. 

We  think,  that,  in  this  case,  the  rule  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  discharged. 

finle  discharged. 

(a)  1  Roll.  128.  (c)  12  Ad.  &  £U.  116;  1  Oik 

{b)  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  209  ;  3  P.  &     &  D.  584. 
D.45. 
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J  THE  EXCHEQUER    CHAMBER. 


{In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer). 


Scales  t;.  Cheese.  Feb.  8. 

I  distringas  juratores  in  this   cause   having  been  A  Court  of 

--  ,,  ,  i.i^^^i.-n-i         ^^Tor  will  not 

led^  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Exche-  inquire  into  the 

a),  the  defendant  below  proceeded  with  the  writ  of  J^^dmente 

coram  vobis,  and  assigned  the  following  errors : —  ™*d\"*  a**  "" 

it^  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  to  the  sheriff  of  the  Court  below,  or 

)f  distringas  juratores^  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  nj  to  make 

md  from  thence  until,  and  at,  and  after  the  giving  of  Ih^^^'Side 

lent  in  the  court  below,  and  also  at  the  time  of  bring-  after  judgment, 

and  after  the 

lis  writ  of  error,  the  jurata  on  the  record  respited  the  issuing  of  a 
mtil  the  17th  day  of  June,  1842,  unless  the  Chief  ^^.^^obu. 
I  should  first  come  on  the  15th  day  of  June;  and 
leriffs  were  thereby  then  ordered  to  have  the  bodies 
e  said  persons  accordingly;  and  the  writ  of  dis- 
is  juratores,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof  to 
heriffs,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  from 
e  until,  and  at,  and  after  the  giving  of  judgment,  and 
;t  the  time  of  bringing  this  writ  of  error,  bore  teste 
nd  day  of  November,  1842,  and  commanded  the  she- 
that  they  should  distrain  the  several  persons  in  the 
I  thereunto  annexed,  so  that  they  had  their  bodies 
s  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  on  the  17th  day  of 
instant,  unless  the  Chief  Baron,  according  to  the 
of  the  statute,  on  the  15th  day  of  June,  should  first 
:  That,  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  there  was  not,  nor 
here  at  the  time  of  giving  judgment,  or  of  bringing 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  489. 
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Exek.  Chamber,  this  Wilt  of  eiTor^  any  award  on  the  BoU^  or  on  the  Nisi 

1  Ai^ 

Prius  record^  whereby  the  jury  between  the  parties  were 
respited  until  a  day  after  the  trials  or  until  a  day  certain  in 
the  term  after  the  trials  or  until  any  other  day  in  term, 
unless  the  Chief  Baron  should  first  come  on  a  preriooi 
day ;  nor  was  there^  during  the  time  aforesaid^  any  writ  of 
distringas  juratores^  bearing  teste  on  a  day  before  the  trials 

• 

or  on  a  day  certain  in  the  term  before  the  day  of  trial,  or 
on  any  other  day  in  term,  unless  the  Chief  Baron  should 
come  on  a  previous  day :  That  the  cause  was  tried  on  the 
25th  day  of  June,  1842;  and  that  the  writ  of  distringas,  at 
the  time  of  the  trials  bore  teste  the  2nd  day  of  November, 
1842,  a  day  long  after  the  trials  and  respited  the  jury  until 
the  17th  day  of  June^  unless  the  Chief  Baron  should  come 
on  a  previous  day. 

The  defendant  below  pleaded  the  rule  of  Courts  by  which 
it  was  ordered^  that  the  writ  of  distringas  juratores  and  the 
Nisi  Prius  record  should  be  amended^  and  that  the  same 
were  amended  accordingly. 

To  this  plea  the  defendant  below  demurred^  on  the 
ground  that  it  confessed,  but  did  not  avoids  all  the  errors 
assigned. 

The  demurrer  came  on  for  argument  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  in  Trinity  Term,  1843,  (June  12),  when  the 
Court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  error,  (the  plain- 
tiff below),  on  the  ground,  that  the  amendment  having  been 
made  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court,  they  would  not 
again  entertain  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  that  amend- 
ment, and  the  record  must  be  taken  to  be  correct.  The 
defendant  below  thereupon  brought  a  writ  of  error  into 
this  court.  The  transcript  of  the  record  set  forth  the  whole 
of  the  proceedings,  and  assigned,  as  one  of  the  causes  d 
error,  that  by  the  record  it  appeared,  that,  after  the  giving 
of  the  verdict  and  judgment,  and  the  issuing  of  the  writ  d 
error  coram  vobis,  an  amendment  had  been  made  in  the 
jury  process  and  Nisi  Prius  record,  which  could  not,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  thereof,  by  law  be  made. 
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Crowder  now  appeared  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  was  B*ch.  Chamber, 


urging  that  the  Nisi  Prius  record  and  jury  process  having 
been  defective  at  the  time  of  final  judgment,  no  amend- 
ment could  be  thereafter  made  in  them,  when 

Barsiow,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  interposed,  and  sug- 
gested, that  this  Court  would  not  entertain  the  propriety 
of  the  amendment  made  in  the  Court  below,  as  an  author- 
ity for  which  he  referred  to  Mellish  v.  Richardson  (a). 
[Tindal,  C.  J. — ^Every  Court  is  the  guardian  of  its  own  re- 
cords, and  master  of  its  own  practice.  We  have  no  means 
of  judging  on  what  grounds  the  Court  below  made  the 
amendment ;  for  aught  that  appears,  it  might  be  on  the 
ground  of  a  fraud  committed  by  the  opposite  party,  and 
shewn  by  affidavit.] 

Crowder, — If  such  be  the  rule,  the  power  of  amendment 
may  be  carried  to  any  extent,  without  any  opportunity  of 
revising  or  questioning  it.  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — We 
cannot  assume  that  a  court  would  make  improper  amend- 
ments; it  would  be  criminal  in  the  judges  to  do  so.]  But  the 
amendment  may  be  made,  not  from  any  improper  motive, 
but  from  a  mistake  as  to  extent  of  their  authority,  as  in  this 
case ;  and  then  no  criminal  proceedings  could  be  resorted 
to.  MeUish  v.  Richardson  is  not  a  conclusive  authority,  for 
there  all  the  facts  do  not  appear  to  have  been  set  out. 

Barstow  referred  to  the  report  of  the  case  in  7  B.  &  C. 
885,  n.,  as  shewing  that  the  facts  were  set  out  in  detail. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — Mettishv.  Richardson  lays  it  down 
positively,  that  a  court  of  error  cannot  review  the  pro- 
priety of  amendments  made  in  the  Court  below.  After 
that  case,  I  think  we  ought  not  to  suffer  the  matter  to  be 

discussed. 

Writ  of  error  quashed. 

(a)  1  a.  &  Fin.  221. 
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E*cIl  Chamber^ 
1844. 

jFIb^.  6* 
DecUratioD  in 


Trott  v.  Smith,  Executor  of  R.  Edwards,  Deceased. 

Covenant.— The  declaration  stated,  that,  by  inden- 
Slt^by^^l^.'  t^re,  dated  20th  July,  1825,  made  between  the  plaintiff,  of 
turc  of  assign-   ^^  fiygt  part,  R.  Edwards,  the  defendant's  testator^  of  the 

ment  of  certain  «       i  •    i 

leasehold  pre-  socoud  part,  and  W.  J.  Wilton,  of  the  third  part,  (ezcuaiDg 
20th'jui7!  profert  on  the  ground  that  the  indenture  was  in  the  dt- 
Si^tiffX  fe»^^^'*  possession),  the  said  R.  Edwards  did,  for  himself, 
defendant's  tes-  ^ig  exccutors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  covenant  with 

tator,  andW.,      ...  ^   , 

the  testator,  for  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  to 
eeotors'  Scc.!^'  P^J  ^o  the  said  W.  J.  Wilton  the  sum  of  £\2QO  and  in- 
*^th*S*^*^i  •  Merest.  Breach,  non-payment  thereof  by  Edwards  in  his 
tiff  to  pay  to      lifetime,  or  by  the  plaintiff,  as  executor,  since  his  death,  to 

W.£1200and  ,       ,«.         ,     wu 

interest.     By      the  plaintiff,  or  tO  WlltOD. 

M  set  out^  Y\T^t  plea,  non  est  factum.  The  second  plea  set  out  the 
Uie  plea  jii        indenture  in  hsec  verba  (a) :  by  which,  after  reciting,  that 

kae  verbut  it  \  /  *     »f  »  o* 

appeared  that 

the  plaintiff  had  mortgaged  the  premises  to  W.,  by  a  deed  dated  12th  April,  1825,  with  a  pro- 
Tiso,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  hia  executors,  &c«  six  moDtha  after  demand  in  wiitii^,  afaMld  pay  ths 
^1200  to  W.,  W.  would  re-convey :  that  the  assignment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  testator  ww 
subject  to  the  aboTe  indenture  of  mortgage  to  W.,  and  to  the  payment  to  him  of  the  said  sum  of 
i^l200.  There  was  then  a  general  covenant  with  the  plaintiff  for  payment  by  the  testator  to  W. 
of  the  said  sum  of  j!ri200.  The  plea  then  alleged  that,  after  the  breaches  of  covenant  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt ;  that  hii  estate  was  conveyed  to  oertda 
persons  named,  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  (not  stating  that  they  had  been  chosen  assignees) :  sad 
that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  he  duly  obtained  his  certificate  of  oonlbrmity,  which  was  dsly 
allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  ;  and  that  the  £1200  became  payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  W.  be- 
fore the  bankruptcy.  A  second  plea  stated,  that  the  indenture  declared  on  was  the  same  as  tbst 
set  forth  in  the  former  plea ;  it  then  set  out  the  proviso  and  covenant  contained  in  tiia  mortgi^ 
of  the  12th  of  April,  1825,  and  alleged  that  no  demand  in  writing  of  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
;^1200  hsd  been  given  to  the  plaint^.  On  special  demurrer  to  these  pleas,  Heid^  trst,  that  ths 
declaration  was  sufficient. 

Secondly,  that  it  was  sufficiently  stated  in  the  first  special  plea,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the 
parties  to  whom  the  plaintiff's  estate  had  been  oonveyeid  were  his  assignees  in  bankruptcy. 

Thirdly,  that  the  first  special  plea  was  bad,  for  that  it  negatived  on  the  face  of  it  any  pofli- 
bility  of  interest  in  the  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's  assigneei ;  and,  thianStgn,  thst  it 
was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  reply  that  no  interest  passed  to  them. 

Fourthly,  that  the  second  special  plea  was  a  sufficient  answer  as  to  the  principal  samof 
if  1200,  which  was  not  due  until  after  six  months'  demand  in  writing,  subsequent  to  the  12th  of 
April,  1828;  but  that  the  interest ^  being  payable  absolutely,  and  not  after  demand,  the^ 
being  pleaded  to  the  interest  as  well  as  to  the  principal,  was  therefore  bad  altogether.  Tkt 
like  objection  was  also  held  to  spply  to  the  first  special  plea. 

Qu€tre,  whether  the  pleas  were  bad,  as  setting  up  a  qualified  inteireit,  dMfawnt  ftom  Om  ahis- 
lute  contract  stated  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore  amounting  to  non  eat  fKtnm. 

(a)  The  case  was  argued  in  the  was  set  out  in  the  pic*  on  ifW, 

Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  judg-  and  the  validity  of  the  pleas  wsi 

ment  of  that  Court  proceeded,  on  not  considered  by  the  Court    See 

the  Mtumption  that  the  indentmre  JO  M.  &  W.  454,  463. 
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by  an  indenture  of  mortgage^  dated  12th  Aprils  1825^  the  Etch,  Chamber, 
plaintiff  had  mortgaged  certain  premises  therein  mentioned  ^  10^*  ^ 
to  Wilton  for  a  term  of  one  thousand  years  to  secure  the  Trott 
sum  of  jE1200^  with  a  proviso^  that^  if  the  plaintiff  should.  Smith. 
within  six  months  after  demand  of  payment  thereof,  (such 
demand  to  be  in  writing,  but  not  to  be  good  or  valid  unless 
made  after  the  12th  day  of  April,  1828),  pay  to  Wilton  the 
said  sum  of  JE1200  and  interest,  Wilton  would  re-assign 
the  premises  to  the  plaintiff;  it  was  witnessed,  that,  for  the 
considerations  therein  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  did  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  &c.,  to  Edwards,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  pre- 
mises in  question,  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term,  subject 
to  the  said  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  12th  April,  1825, 
and  to  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £1200  thereby  secured, 
and  the  interest  thereof;  and  Edwards  thereby  covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  to  Wilton  the  said  sum  of  JE1200 
and  interest.  The  plea  then  stated,  (in  substance),  that, 
after  the  breaches  of  the  said  covenant  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  October,  1 825,  the  plain- 
tiff became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  his  estate  was  conveyed  to 
certain  persons,  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  (not  saying,  that 
such  persons  had  been  chosen  assignees) ;  that  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  24th  of  October,  182G,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
his  certificate ;  and  that  the  said  sum  of  £1200  became  pay- 
able by  the  plaintiff  to  Wilton  before  the  bankruptcy  of 
the  plaintiff;  concluding  to  the  country. 

The  third  plea  stated,  that  the  indenture  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned  was  the  same  as  that  set  forth  in  the  second 
plea;  that  the  proviso  and  covenant  contained  in  the  said 
indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  12th  April,  1825,  were  in  the 
words  and  figures  following:  (setting  them  forth  at  length, 
in  substance,  the  same  as  stated  in  the  second  plea) ;  and 
that  no  demand,  in  writing,  of  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
iE1200,  or  of  any  interest  thereon,  was  given  to  the  plain- 
tiff six  months,  or  at  any  time,  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit ;  concludiug  to  the  country. 

VOL.  XII.  Z  Z  M.  W. 
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Special  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  assigning  for  causes^ 
that  the  said  plea  did  not  either  confess  and  avoid,  or  trs- 
Terse  and  deny,  the  all^ations  in  the  declaration,  that  the 
said  K.  Edwards  did,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &c.,  covenant 
and  promise  as  in  the  deckration  mentioned;  and  also, 
that  the  defendant  had,  hj  the  said  plea,  tendered  an  im- 
material issue,  namely,  whether  the  plaintiff  did  or  did  not 
become  bankrupt ;  and  that,  although  it  professed  to  be  sn 
answer  to  the  whole  declaration,  it  did  not  in  truth  contain 
any  answer  to  it. 

The  third  plea  was  also  demurred  to^  on  the  same 
grounds,  and  also,  that  the  defendant  had  thereby  tendered 
an  issue,  as  to  whether  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of  April, 
1825,  did  or  did  not  contain  the  proviso  in  the  third  plea. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer,  and  stated,  as  a  point 
for  argument,  that  the  declaration  was  bad,  for  not  shewing 
when  or  how  the  said  sum  of  money  covenanted  to  be  paid 
as  therein  mentioned  was  payable,  and  for  other  causes. 

In  Trinity  Vacation,  1842,  the  Court  below  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant,  holding  the  declaration  bad  (a). 
On  this  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  into  this 
Court,  which  was  argued  on  the  17th  of  May,  1843  {b),  hj 

J.  W.  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff. — ¥mt,  the  declaration  is 
good.  It  was  mistakenly  assumed  by  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, that  the  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  12th  of 
April,  1825,  was  set  in  the  plea  on  oyer,  so  as  to  form  psit 
of  the  declaration ;  and  therefore  that  the  declaration  was 
bad,  for  not  shewing  that  such  notice  had  been  given  as  to 
make  the  mortgage  money  payable.  But  that  is  not  so; 
the  indenture  is  set  out  in  /kbc  verba  in  the  plea,  but  not 
on  oyer;  and  the  declaration,  taken  by  itself,  clearly  dis- 
closes a  sufficient  ground  of  action. 

(a)  10  M.  &  W.  453.  J.,  CoUman,  J.,  ErsUme,  J^  and 

(6)  Before  TUdal,  C.  J.,  Pat-      Creuweil,  J. 
/etofi,  J.,   WUiiamt,  J.,  Coieridgt, 
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Secondly^  the  special  pleas  are  bad.    The  defence  in  the  Exch.  chamber, 
second  plea  is  not  grounded  at  all  on  the  indenture ;  but  ^      ^ 

it  avers  that  the  money  was  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  t&ott 
Wilton^  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff^  and  relies  Smith. 
on  the  fact  of  the  bankruptcy^  and  that  the  benefit  of  the 
covenant  passed  to  the  assignees^  and  the  right  of  action  is 
Tested  in  them.  The  defence  in  the  third  plea  rests  alto- 
gether on  the  indenture^  and  the  defendant's  argument  is^ 
that  the  one  deed  qualifies  the  other^  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  sue  as  upon  an  absolute  covenant^  without 
proving  a  demand  of  the  mortgage  money  pursuant  to  the 
first  deed. 

But^  in  the  first  place^  this  is  not  a  covenant  the  benefit 
of  which  would  pass  to  the  plaintiff's  assignees  on  his 
bankruptcy :  and  in  the  next  place^  if  it  be^  the  bank- 
ruptcy is  not  properly  pleaded^  because  the  plea  does  not 
aver  a  proper  election  of  the  assignees. 

The  plaintiff  had  only  the  equity  of  redemption^  the  legal 
interest  in  the  premises  being  in  Wilton.  The  only  right  the 
plaintiff  had  was^  on  payment  of  the  £1200  and  interest,  to 
redeem  them.  The  covenant  of  the  defendant  to  pay  Wil- 
ton was  one  from  which  the  plaintiff's  assignees  could 
derive  no  benefit.  The  performance  or  non-performance 
of  it  could  not  affect  his  estate ;  if  the  money  were  paid  to 
Wilton^  the  assignees  would  derive  no  interest  from  it;  and 
if  not^*  Wilton  mighty  indeed,  come  upon  the  mortgaged 
premises,  or  prove  against  the  bankrupt's  estate ;  but  there 
would  be  a  remedy  over  against  the  defendant  on  the  cove- 
nant. In  any  event,  therefore,  the  covenant  was  valuable 
to  the  bankrupt  only  as  relieving  him  from  the  direct  pay- 
ment to  Wilton.  The  principle  of  the  bankrupt  law  is, 
that  the  assignees  take  only  that  which  will  be  beneficial 
to  the  bankrupt's  estate.  All  the  authorities  go  to  this, 
that  where  the  estate  cannot  derive  any  benefit  from  a 
contract  with  the  bankrupt,  it  does  not  pass  to  his  aa- 

z  z2 
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Exek.  Chamber,  signces :  Winch  y.  Keeley  (a),  Sims  y.  Thomas  {b),  Carpen. 

ter  V.  MameU  (c),  Danfferfield  y.  nomas  {d),  Gardner  7. 
Rowe  (e),  Pamham  y.  Hursi  (/).  It  may  be  said  tbatj 
because^  on  the  non-performance  of  the  coyenant,  Wiltoa 
mighty  by  possibility,  haye  proyed  against  the  bankrupt'i 
estate^  and  the  assignees  might  not  haye  recouped  them- 
selyes  against  the  defendant^  that  entitles  them  to  sue, 
the  coyenant  being  to  that  extent  beneficial  to  them.  But 
Pamham  y.  Hurst  is  an  authority  that  such  a  remote  pos- 
sibility is  not  sufficient.  Besides,  the  estate  in  question 
was  a  chattel  interest,  and  a  term  of  years  does  not  pass  to 
assignees  in  bankruptcy,  until  they  haye  elected  to  take 
it ;  and  here  the  property  was  sold  by  the  plaintiff  before 
the  bankruptcy,  therefore  there  could  be  no  election  to 
take  the  term ;  and  there  is  no  ayerment  that  the  as- 
signees elected  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  coyenant.  Untfl 
such  election,  a  third  party,  like  the  defendant,  cannot  say 
it  yested  in  them. 

But,  further,  eyen  if  this  were  a  coyenant  the  benefit  of 
which  would  pass  to  the  assignees,  it  is  not  shewn  tbat 
the  persons  mentioned  in  the  plea  were  assignees.  All 
that  is  alleged  is,  that  the  plaintiff's  estate  was  conveyed 
to  them  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  but  no  election  of 
them,  according  to  the  bankrupt  act,  6  Greo.  4,  c.  16,  st 
61  and  63,  is  stated.  The  plea  ought  to  haye  shewn  bj 
proper  ayerments  that  all  those  proceedings  had  been 
taken  without  which  assignees  could  not  come  in  ease. 
Christie  y.  Unwin  (g),  Pitt  y.  Chappelow  (A).  The  precedent 
in  8  Chit.  PI.  775  contains  an  express  ayerment  of  the  cboioe 


(a)  1  T.  R.  619.  (f)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  346. 

(6)  12  Ad.  &  E.  550;  4  P.  &  (/)  8  M.  &  W.  743. 

D.233.  (s)  llAd.&E.373;3P.AD. 

(c)  3  Bos.  &  P.  40.  204. 

(d)  9  Ad.  &  £.  292;  1  P.  &  D.  (A)  8  M.  &  W.616. 
287. 
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of  assignees.     [^Oresswell,  J.,  referred  to  the  6  Geo.  4s,  c.  16^  Exek.  chambir, 
8. 45,  as  giving  the  commissioDers  power  to  assign  abso-  '  ^ 

lately  to  any  person  they  please.]  There  is  no  averment  Trott 
that,  by  writing  nnder  their  hands^  the  commissioners  Smitb. 
appointed  any  of  those  persons  provisional  assignees. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  third  plea.  It  will  be  argued 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  indenture  of  the 
20th  of  July,  1825,  by  reference  to  the  proviso  in  that  of 
fhe  12th  of  April,  is  to  be  read  as  containing  a  qualifica- 
tion which  turns  the  covenant  of  Edwards,  from  an  absolute 
covenant  for  payment  at  all  events,  into  a  qualified  cove- 
nant to  pay,  after  six  months'  notice  in  writing  given  to 
the  plaintiff.  Now  the  proviso  in  the  first  deed  is  alto- 
gether for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff.  There  was  nothing 
to  prevent  him  from  immediately  tendering  the  money 
and  redeeming  the  estate.  The  first  question,  therefore, 
is,  whether  there  be  such  a  connexion  between  the  abso- 
lute covenant  of  Edwards,  and  this  proviso  in  the  other 
deed,  as  obliges  the  Court  to  read  them  together,  or  whe- 
ther the  covenant  is  not  altogether  collateral  to  the  pro- 
viso. It  is  not  because  the  two  arrangements  are  incon- 
sistent, that  the  absolute  covenant  is  to  be  qualified.  It  is 
like  the  case  of  a  covenant  to  repair,  in  the  first  instance 
after  notice,  and  subsequently  in  general  and  absolute 
terms :  in  such  cases  the  inclination  of  the  Court  has  al- 
ways been,  finding  such  covenants  separated  from  each 
other  by  intervening  parts  of  a  deed,  to  construe  them  as 
distinct  from,  and  collateral  to  each  other,  and  not'  to  read 
them  together,  unless  the  one  contains  some  special  re- 
ference to  the  other :  Wood  v.  Day  (a),  Doe  d.  Parsley  v. 
Day{b).  Even  supposing  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
insist  on  Wilton's  receiving  the  money  at  any  time,  it 
does  not  follow  that  Edwards  might  not  undertake  to  pay 

(a)  7  Taunt.  646.  (6)  2  Q.  B.  147 ;  2  G.  &  D.  757. 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  absolutely^  though  Wilton  was  not  compellable  to  receiye 
^.Ifjll^    it :  Com.  Dig.  "Condition/^  (I)  14;  1  Roll.  Rep. 452. 
Trott  There  are  two  other  objections,  which  apply  to  both  tlie 

Smith.  pleas.  First,  assuming  that  the  indenture  of  mortgage  is 
inconsistent  with  that  declared  on,  yet  neither  of  the  pleas 
is  a  traverse,  or  a  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  canae 
of  action  alleged.  K  a  plaintiff  declares  upon  a  certain 
contract,  and  the  defendant  pleads  specially  an  inconsistent 
contract  with  that  alleged  in  the  declaration,  that  is  bad 
as  an  informal  traverse  of  the  contract  declared  on :  Brmi 
V.  Dak  (a),  Worrall  v.  Grayson  (4),  Gregory  v.  HartnoU{c), 
Morgan  v.  Pebrer  (d).  Hill  v.  Allen  (e).  Secondly,  neither 
of  the  pleas  answers  the  whole  cause  of  action.  This  is  a 
covenant  for  payment  of  principal  and  interest^  and  the 
breach  is  in  non-payment  of  principal  or  interest:  but  no 
defence  is  set  up  except  as  to  the  principal.  The  second 
plea  has  no  averment  that  any  part  of  the  interest  was  pay- 
able before  the  bankruptcy.  Nor  does  the  third  plea  afford 
any  defence  as  to  the  interest ;  for  the  qualification  set  np 
in  it  can  only  apply  as  to  the  principal;  the  proviso  does 
not  postpone  payment  of  the  interest,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
directs  it  to  begin  immediately.  A  plea  to  a  divisible  de- 
mand, if  bad  as  to  part,  is  bad  altogether :  Barnard  ?. 
IhUhy(f),  Applegarih  v.  CoUey  {g). 

Atherton^  contrk. — ^First,  no  cause  of  action  appears  on 
this  record;  and,  secondly,  if  a  cause  of  action  is  shewn 
ever  to  have  existed,  then,  for  anything  that  appears  on 
the  record,  it  passed  to  the  plaintiff's  assignees  on  his  bank- 
ruptcy. 

First,  as  to  the  main  question  raised  on  the  second  plea. 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  775.  (e)  2  M.  &  W.  283. 

{h)  I  xM.  &  W.  166.  (/)  5  Taunt  27. 

(c)  Id.  183.  \g)  10  M.  &  W.  723. 
{d)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  457;  4  Scott,  230. 
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It  18  for  a  plaintiff,  who  shews  on  the  face  of  his  declara-  £«cA.  Chamber, 
tion  a  cause  of  action  in  himself,  when  his  bankruptcy  is 
set  up  as  an  answer  to  it,  to  exclude  the  possibility  of  its 
having  passed  to  his  assignees ;  and  that  is  not  done  here, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  a  feasible  probability  that  an  interest 
existed  which  would  pass  to  the  assignees  appears  on  this 
leoord.  The  proper  mode  of  pleading  is  to  reply  some  fact 
which  conclusively  shews  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
pass  to  the  assignees — as  an  assignment  of  it  before  the 
bankruptcy ;  as  was  done  in  Winch  v.  Keeley,  Dangerfield  v. 
Thomas,  and  Carpenier  y.  MamelL  Here  the  demurrer 
admits  the  &cts  as  stated  in  the  plea ;  and  for  anything 
that  appears  on  the  record,  they  may  have  been  such  as  to 
give  the  assignees  a  beneficial  interest  in  this  contract. 
Either  the  money  had,  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  been 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  Wilton,  or  not.  If  he  had  paid  it, 
his  estate  was  diminished  by  the  extent  of  such  payment, 
and  Edwards's  covenant  would  then  be  one  for  the  breach 
of  which  the  assignees  could  sue,  not  as  trustees  merely, 
but  for  substantial  damage.  But,  even  supposing  the 
plaintiff  had  not  paid,  yet  the  absence  of  interest  in  the 
assignees  is  not  made  so  apparent  as  it  ought  to  be.  It 
ought  to  appear  affirmatively  that  there  was  no  possibility 
of  interest  in  them.  Now  they  would  have  an  interest  to 
protect  the  plaintiff's  estate:  Wilton  might  come  in  to 
prove  for  the  full  amount,  and  unless  the  covenant  were 
rested  in  the  assignees,  they  could  not  effectually  protect 
the  estate  by  reimbursement  from  the  defendant.  In  all 
he  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  the  facts  shewed  the  ab- 
sence of  any  possibility  of  interest  in  the  assignees. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  there  is  no  proper  aver- 
ment of  the  appointment  of  assignees,  that  is  not  pointed 
)ut  as  a  ground  of  special  demurrer ;  and,  on  general  de- 
murrer, it  will  be  taken  that  the  commissioners  did  in  law 
md  fact  assign  to  them,  which  could  not  be,  unless  they 
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S9eh.  ChambiT,  had  been  duly  chosen  by  the  creditors :  an  assignment  to 
^    ^  '  .    any  other  person  would  be  inralid ;  for  the  commission- 
Trott       ers  have  no  estate^  and  therefore  the  deed  could  only  ope- 
Sii!ra.       rate  as  an  assignment  when  made  in  conformity  with  the 
statute^  and  to  the  persons  therein  mentioned.    The  de- 
murrer admits  that  it  was  a  legal  assignment. 

Secondly,  no  cause  of  action  is  shewn  in  the  plaintiff. 
This  question  arises  on  the  third  plea,  which  by  reference 
incorporates  the  indenture  as  set  out  in  the  second  pks, 
and  also  sets  forth  the  coyenant  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Wilton,  which  is  a  covenant  to  pay  in  conformity  with  the 
proviso  in  the  same  deed.  And,  looking  at  the  whok  of 
these  facts,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  Edwards  was 
to  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  money  forthwith.  This  is  a 
contract  whereby  the  defendant's  testator  covenants  with 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  Wilton,  which  sum 
of  money  the  plaintiff  had  himself  previously  contracted 
to  pay  to  Wilton :  and  it  is  submitted,  that  the  covenant 
set  out  in  the  declaration,  looked  at  together  with  the 
statement  in  the  plea,  is  a  covenant  to  pay  to  Wilton  st 
the  times  and  in  the  manner  in  which  the  money  would 
otherwise  have  been  payable  by  the  plaintiff  alone.  The 
plaintiff  puts  Edwards  in  his  shoes  as  to  Wilton :  he  gives 
him  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  he  must  have  intended 
therewith  to  impose  upon  him  the  same  liability  by  cove- 
nant as  to  the  mortgage  money,  which  he  had  himself  un- 
dertaken by  his  covenant  with  Wilton.  The  Court  will 
look  at  the  whole  of  these  deeds  together,  in  order  to  col- 
lect and  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Can  it 
be  supposed  they  meant  the  money  to  be  payable  by  Ed- 
wards to  Wilton  at  once,  and  before  any  notice,  looking 
at  the  previously  existing  obligation  of  the  plaintiff  to 
Wilton  ?  If  he  was  to  pay  forthwith,  he  must  also  have  had 
power  to  compel  an  immediate  payment.  But  Wilton,  bj 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  had  a  right  to  keep  his  monej 
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invested  on  this  security  until  1828.     It  surely  cannot  be  Etrh.  Chambtrt 
contended,  that  when  Edwards  could  not  compel  Wilton     ^    ^*   ^ 
to  take,  the  plaintiff  could  compel  Edwards  to  pay.  Trott 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  objection  that  the  pleas  do  not  pro-  Smith. 
perlytra  verse,  or  confess  and  avoid  the  matter  in  the  de- 
claration, the  answer  is,  that  the  defect  is  not  properly 
pointed  out  as  ground  of  special  demurrer.  The  ground  of 
demurrer  stated  is,  not  that  the  pleas  amount  to  non  est 
fiictum,  but  only  that  they  do  not  traverse,  or  confess  and 
avoid  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant 
covenanted  as  therein  mentioned :  the  objection,  that  the 
covenant  disclosed  in  the  plea  is  at  variance  with  that  de- 
clared on,  is  not  at  all  pointed  at.  If  the  declaration  had 
made  profert,  and  oyer  had  been  craved  by  the  defendant, 
this  objection  could  never  have  been  raised;  and  what 
substantial  difference  can  it  make,  whether  the  plaintiff, 
having  the  custody  of  the  deed,  makes  profert  of  it,  and 
the  defendant  craves  oyer  of  it,  or  the  plaintiff,  not  having 
possession  of  it,  excuses  profert  on  that  account,  and  the 
defendant  then  sets  it  out  in  his  plea  in  hsec  verba,  with- 
out demanding  oyer  ?  The  pleas,  which  set  out  the  deed, 
also  set  out  other  aflBrmative  matter,  and  therefore  ought, 
perhaps,  to  have  concluded  with  a  verification :  but  that 
is  an  objection  of  form  only,  which  is  not  taken  by  the 
demurrer. 

The  only  remaining  objection  is,  that  the  pleas  do  not 
answer  the  whole  of  the  cause  of  action.  But  if  the  as- 
signees were  the  proper  persons  to  sue  for  the  principal 
sum,  they  were  the  parties  to  sue  for  the  interest  also ; 
and  that,  whether  it  became  due  before  or  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy. It  is  an  entire  covenant  for  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal sum  and  the  interest.  And  supposing  it  to  be  a  co- 
venant wliich  requires  a  demand  of  the  principal,  but  not 
of  the  interest,  the  plaintiff  has  declared  upon  it  as  a  co- 
venant for  payment  of  the  principal  only. 

/.  W.  Smith,  in  reply. — ^The  declaration  may  be  read. 
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Exch.  ChambeTf  either  with  the  indenture  averred  in  the  pleas,  or  not. 
.  ^  *  ^  Even  incorporating  the  indenture  into  it,  there  would  ap- 
Trott  pear  a  breach  of  the  covenant ;  for  the  covenant  is,  to  pay 
Smith.  ^^^  principal  and  interest  to  Wilton;  and  there  is  an  aver- 
ment, that  neither  Edwards  nor  the  defendant  has  paid  to 
him,  and  that  the  money  is  unpaid,  contrary  to  his  cove- 
nant, that  is,  the  only  covenant  mentioned  in  the  dedara* 
tion.  With  respect  to  the  alleged  probability  of  interest  in 
the  assignees,  it  is  said,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  plaintiff 
may  have  paid  the  money  before  the  bankruptcy.  That  ii 
a  contingency  which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  set  up  as 
his  defence,  although,  if  he  had,  it  would  not  have  shewn 
such  an  interest  in  the  plaintiff  as  would  pass  to  the  as- 
signees :  Pamham  v.  Hurst  (a).  But  if  he  had  not  paid,  he 
never  can  now  be  called  upon  to  pay,  by  reason  of  his  cer- 
tificate. And  the  plea  does  not  state  that  the  debt  hu 
been  proved  under  the  bankruptcy.  \_CoUman,  J. — It  may 
still  be  proved,  notwithstanding  the  certificate.]  That  ii 
mere  matter  of  conjecture.  The  defendant  should  have  let 
forth  the  true  state  of  facts;  as  it  is,  it  is  quite  uncertain  whe- 
ther the  assignees  ever  will  have  a  beneficial  interest.  Th^ 
as  to  the  statement  of  the  assignment  to  the  assignees,  if 
the  argument  on  the  other  side  be  correct,  a  plea,  that  the 
commissioners  assigned  to  A.  and  B.,  would  be  suflSdent, 
without  stating  any  trading  or  act  of  bankruptcy.  The 
want  of  one  step  in  an  entire  title  renders  the  whole  titk 
bad ;  and  a  defective  title  is  bad  after  verdict,  and  there- 
fore on  general  demurrer.  With  respect  to  the  third  plea, 
the  question  is,  whether  the  covenant  declared  on  is  to  be 
qualified  by  the  proviso  and  covenant  redted  in  the  plea. 
On  the  sale  by  the  plaintiff  to  Edwards,  the  position  of  the 
property  became  altered ;  the  latter  came  in  as  a  vendee;, 
not  as  a  mortgagee,  and  would  be  desirous  of  having  the 
power  of  immediate  possession,  and  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
other  hand,  would  desire  to  be .  free  from  all  previous  in- 

(a)  8  M.  &.  W.  743. 
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cambrances;  and  Wilton  was  a  party  to  their  contract,  by  Exeh.  Ckamher, 
executing  the  deed.  Now,  if  payment  of  the  money  were 
to  be  delayed  till  1828,  Edwards  would  not  have  the  pro- 
perty he  had  contracted  to  buy,  and  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the 
£1200,  would  remain  dependent  on  the  chance  of  Edwards's 
continuing  solvent.  But,  supposing  it  cannot  be  clearly 
made  out  fix>m  the  context  of  the  deeds  what  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  the  clear  words  of  the  covenant  de- 
clared upon  ought  to  be  primarily  considered. 

Lastly,  as  to  the  formal  objections  taken  to  the  pleas ;  if 
the  contract  stated  in  the  pleas  be  inconsistent  with  that 
declared  on,  there  is  no  confession  and  avoidance  of  the 
right  of  action,  and  the  form  of  the  demurrer  is  suflScient 
to  raise  the  question.  Nor  is  there  any  answer  as  to  the 
interest.  It  is  said,  that,  if  the  assignees  are  the  parties  to 
sue  for  the  principal,  they  are  also  the  parties  to  sue  for  the 
interest.  But  the  right  of  the  assignees  can  only  be  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  could  be  preju- 
diced; but  he,  having  obtained  his  certificate,  could  not  be 
sued  for  any  part  of  the  interest  afterwards  accruing  due, 
and  his  assignees,  therefore,  could  not  be  damnified  by  its 
non-payment.  The  assignees  could  have  no  interest,  ex- 
cept BO  £Eur  as  he  had  made  payments,  or  there  had  been 
proofs  against  his  estate.  And  the  third  plea  clearly  con- 
tains no  answer  as  to  the  interest,  which  was  to  be  payable 
forthwith ;  and  the  question  does  not  arise  on  the  declara- 
tion, oyer  not  having  been  demanded. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL,  C.  J. — ^This  was  an  action  of  covenant,  on  an 
indenture  dated  the  20th  of  July,  1825,  and  made  between 
the  plaintiff  of  the  first  part,  Edwards,  the  defendants  tes- 
tator, of  the  second  part,  and  William  Joseph  Wilton  of 
the  third  part.  The  declaration  excuses  profert  of  the  in- 
denture, stating  it  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant; 
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Exeh.  Chamber,  and  then  states,  that  the  indenture  recites  a  sale  of  certain 
.  ^^  .  premises  by  the  plaintiff  to  Edwards  for  j£1500,  out  rf 
Tkott  which  sum  was  to  be  deducted  £1200  and  interest,  secured 
Smith.  to  Wilton ;  and  it  further  states  a  covenant  by  Edwards 
with  the  plaintiff,  to  pay  the  sum  of  j£1200  and  interest  to 
Wilton,  but  without  stating  any  time  for  the  payment.  It 
then  alleges  a  breach  in  non-payment.  The  defendant 
pleaded  two  special  pleas.  In  the  first,  he  professes  to  set 
out  the  indenture  verbatim,  as  part  of  his  plea ;  by  which 
it  appears,  that  the  £1200  was  secured  to  Wilton  by  in- 
denture of  mortgage,  dated  the  12th  of  April,  1825,  con- 
taining a  proviso  for  redemption  of  the  premises,  by  pay- 
ment of  the  money  six  months  after  demand,  in  writing,  bj 
Wilton,  (but  which  demand  was  not  to  be  made  till  after 
the  12th  of  April,  1828),  and  interest  half-yearly,  in  the 
meantime ;  and  there  is  a  covenant  by  the  plaintiff  to  psy 
to  Wilton  accordingly.  The  plea  then  states  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  plaintiff  in  October  1825,  and  a  conveyance, 
by  the  commissioners  of  bankruptcy,  to  certain  persons  as 
his  assignees ;  and  that  the  £1200  became  due  to  WiltoOi 
according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of 
April,  1825,  before  the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt.  The 
other  special  plea,  after  referring  to  the  indenture  which 
had  been  set  out  verbatim  in  the  former  plea,  sets  out  the 
proviso  and  covenant  in  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of  April, 
1825,  and  avers,  that  no  demand  in  writing  of  the  said 
sum  of  £1200,  or  of  any  interest,  has  been  made. 
To  these  pleas  there  are  special  demurrers. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  gave  judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant, holding  that  the  covenant  of  the  defendant,  in  the  in- 
denture of  the  20th  of  July,  1825,  must  be  construed  with 
reference  to,  and  in  conjunction  with  the  proviso  and  cove- 
nant in  the  indenture  of  the  12th  of  April,  1825,  and 
must  be  taken  as  a  covenant  to  pay  six  months  after  de- 
mand in  writing,  given  after  the  12th  of  April,  1828 ;  and 
that  the  declaration,  which  states  the  covenant  generally^ 
was  therefore  bad :  the  Court  supposing,  by  mistake,  that 
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profert  had  been  made  of  the  indenture  of  the  20th  of  Exeh.  Chamber, 

184*1 

July,  1825,  and  that  it  had  been  set  out  on  oyer.     On  re-  ^ 

ference  to  the  record,  however,  it  turns  out  to  be  other-        Trott 
wise,  as  above  stated :  it  follows,  therefore,  that  the  de-        Smith. 
daration  is  good  upon  the  face  of  it,  and  the  reason  of  the 
judgment  fails. 

We  have  now  to  see,  whether  the  pleas,  or  either  of 
them,  be  good,  upon  which  the  Court  below  gave  no 
opinion. 

In  the  first  place,  we  fully  agree  with  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, as  to  the  construction  which  ought  to  be  put  up- 
on the  covenant  of  Edwards.  The  indenture  of  the  20th 
of  July,  1825,  conveys  these  premises  to  Edwards,  subject 
to  the  mortgage  to  Wilton,  and  to  the  payment  of  the 
money  thereby  secured,  and  then  Edwards  covenants  with 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  money  to  Wilton,  without  saying 
when.  That  must  necessarily  be,  when  it  should  be  due 
by  the  terms  of  the  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  12th  of 
April,  1825;  and  as  Wilton  could  not,  by  that  indenture, 
call  for  the  money  until  after  six  months'  demand  in  writ- 
ing, so  neither  can  the  plaintiff  or  Edwards  compel  Wilton 
to  accept  it  until  the  same  period.  Such  being  the  true 
<K>nstruction  of  the  covenant,  the  second  special  plea,  which 
negatives  any  demand  of  the  money,  is  a  sufficient  answer 
as  to  the  principal  sum ;  but  whether  it  be  so  or  not  as  to 
the  interest,  is  a  point  which  we  shall  consider  hereafter. 
But  it  is  said,  that  the  plea  sets  up  a  covenant  inconsistent 
with,  and  different  from  that  stated  in  the  declaration,  and 
therefore  amounts  to  a  plea  of  non  est  factum ;  and  cases 
are  cited  on  that  point :  Worrall  v.  Grayson,  Gregory  v. 
HartnoU,  Hill  v.  Allen,  Brind  v.  Dale,  and  Morgan  v.  Pe- 
brer.  All  these  were  actions  of  assumpsit,  and  the  demur- 
rer specially  pointed  out  that  the  pleas  amounted  to  the 
general  issue.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  no  such  cause  of 
demurrer  is  pointed  out  in  the  present  case,  even  supposing 
the  covenant  stated  in  the  declaration  and  pleas  to  be 
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Bteh.  Ckamher,  inconsistent.  It  is  also  further  argued  for  the  plaintiff^  that 
'  ^    the  plea  in  question  is  bad,  because  it  contains  no  answer 
Tkott        as  to  the  interest  sued  for,  and  that,  being  bad  in  part,  it 
Smith.       ^  ^^^  ^  ^o  ^^^  whole.    The  plea  certainly  professes  to 
answer  the  whole,  and  therefore,  according  to  all  the 
authorities,  it  is  bad  on  demurrer,  if  it  be,  in  truth,  an 
answer  as  to  part  only.    Now  the  covenant  in  this  case 
is  for  payment  of  the  interest  in  the  meantime,  absolatdji 
without  any  demand  being  required  in  writing  or  othe^ 
wise.     It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  plea,  negativing  my 
demand  of  the  principal  can  be  no  answer  to  that  part  of 
the  case,  and  is  bad  altogether,  according  to  the  autho^ 
ities  above  alluded  to,  most  of  which  are  collected  in 
Note  8  to  the  case  of  77ie  Earl  of  Manchester  v.  Vak  (a). 
These  objections  apply  in  some  degree,  if  not  entirely,  to 
the  first  special  plea.     That  plea,  however,  raises  another 
question,  namely,  whether  the  cause  of  action  stated  in  the 
declaration  passed  to  the  assignees  of  the  plaintiff  under 
the  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  him.   A 
preliminary  objection  is,  however,  taken  in  point  of  form 
to  this  plea,  which  must  first  be  disposed  of;  namely,  that 
although  it  states  the  bankrupt's  estate  to  have  been 
conveyed  by  the  commissioners  to  certain  persons  in  tmit 
for  the  creditors,  yet  it  does  not  state  such  persons  to 
have  been  chosen  assignees.    This  objection  is  not  as- 
signed as  a  cause  of  demurrer;  and  we  therefore  think, 
that  as  the  commissioners,  under  the  61st  and  63rd  aeo- 
tions  of  6  Gteo.  4,  c.  16,  are  bound  to  convey  to  thepe^ 
sons  chosen  by  the  creditors,  unless  they  disapprove  of 
them,  the  statement  in  the  plea  is  sufficient  in  the  present 
stage  of  the  proceedings,  as  we  must  presume  all  things  to 
have  been  rightly  done  by  the  commissioners.    The  re- 
maining question  is,  whether  this  cause  of  action  passed  to 
the  assignees.    The  plea  avers  that  the  money  became 
due  before  the  bankruptcy,  according  to  the  true  intent  of 

(a)  1  Saund.  28. 


HILARY  VACATION^  7  VICT.  708 

the  indenture  of  12th  of  Aprils  1825;  yet  it  appears  by  B*ch,  Chamber, 
the  same  plea,  that  the  bankruptcy  was  in  October,  1826,  ^  *  ^ 
and  that  the  money  could  not  be  demanded  until  after  the  Tkott 
12th  of  April,  1828.  The  time  when  the  money  was  pay-  smith. 
able  is  certainly  material,  and  if  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's 
bankruptcy  be  material,  then  the  plea  is  contradictory 
and  bad  upon  the  face  of  it ;  but  assuming,  for  the  sake  of 
argument,  that  the  allegation  of  the  money  being  payable 
before  the  bankruptcy  is  confessed  by  the  demurrer,  the 
question  will  be,  whether  there  can  be  any  possible  in- 
terest which  could  pass  to  the  assignees.  Now  it  is  clear 
that  the  sum  to  be  recovered  in  this  action  will  be  for  the 
benefit  of  Wilton  altogether,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff's  creditors,  if  the  whole  be  still  due  to  Wilton,  as 
is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  not  denied  in  the  plea ; 
the  only  possible  way  in  which  the  assignees  could  be  in- 
terested would  be  in  order  to  repay  themselves  any  sum 
which  either  the  plaintiff  might  have  paid  to  Wilton  before 
his  bankruptcy,  or  which  they  themselves  might  have  paid 
to  Wilton  as  a  dividend,  if  he  had  proved  under  the  plain- 
tiff's commission  of  bankruptcy.  The  plea,  however,  does 
not  shew  that  any  such  payments  had  been  made;  and  as 
it  does  shew  the  relation  in  which  the  plaintiff,  Wilton,  and 
Edwards  stood  to  each  other,  with  regard  to  this  money, 
it  does  in  effect  negative  any  possibility  of  interest  in  the 
assignees,  and  there  is  no  occasion  for  the  introduction  of 
any  further  facts  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  by  way  of 
replication,  as  there  was  in  most  of  the  cases  cited  at  the 
bar,  and  in  which,  from  the  statement  in  the  declaration 
and  plea,  a  prim&  facie  interest  appeared  in  the  assignees. 
For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  both  the  spe- 
cial pleas  are  bad,  and  that  judgment  must  be  given  for 
the  plaintiff,  upon  the  demurrers  to  them ;  reversing  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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MEMORANDA. 

Ezeh.  •/  PUat,  The  Right  Honoruable  Lord  Abinger,  Lord  Chief  Baron, 
^^^'  died  on  the  8th  of  April,  while  on  the  Norfolk  Circuit,  at 
Bury  St.  Edmund^s.  He  was  succeeded  by  Sir  Fredaid 
Pollock,  Knt.,  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  who  wis 
first  called  to  the  degree  of  Seijeant-at-Law,  and  gave 
rings  with  the  motto  Audacter  et  strem^.  His  Lordah^ 
took  his  seat  on  the  bench  of  this  Court  on  the  second  daj 
of  this  term. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  Knt.,  her  Majest/s  Solicitor-General, 
succeeded  to  the  vacant  office  of  Attorney-Greneral;  and,  in 
the  course  of  this  term, 

Frederick  Thesiger,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.,  one  of 
her  Majesty's  counsel,  was  appointed  Solicitor -General, 
and  received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 


A 
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Exeh.  qf  Pleat, 
1844. 

Kino  v.  Phillips.  April  16. 

Assumpsit  by  the  payee  against  the  maker  of  a  pro-  Assumpsit  by 
missory  note  for  £20. — Plea,  (amongst  others),  that  the  SScer^'pro. 
defendant  made  the  said  promissory  note  in  the  declara-  pi"*°!ZJ?°l®' 
tion  mentioned  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff,  and  fendant  made  it 
without  consideration,  and  that  the  plaintiff  holds  the  same  modation  of 
without  consideration.     Replication  thereto,  that  there  was  ^tiMmt'c^si- 
a  good  consideration  for  the  making  and  payment  of  the  deration,  and 
said  promissory  note,  to  wit,  the  amount  of  the  said  pro-  holds  it  without 

.  -i-i*^^!  M  t  »  ji  consideration. 

missory  note ;  concluding  to  the  country;  and  issue  thereon.  Replication, 
At  the  trial,  before  Ttndal,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  ?^5S!  ™ 

'  '  '  a  good^con- 

countv  of  Derby,  the  plaintiffs  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  ^deration  for 

_         * .  _  the  making  and 

above  issue,  damages,  £20.  payment  of  the 

note,  to  wit,  the 
amount  of  the 

Hill  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  that  ver-  "^  ^ '  *"^  """ 

•^  thereon:  — 

diet  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  -^'W*  on  mo- 

■j^,-  i..  ^      Ai      •    1  «•■•■  1       tion  in  arrest  of 

defendant  on  this  issue,  or  why  the  judgment  should  not  be  judgment,  that 
arrested,  or  why  a  repleader  should  not  be  awarded.— This  wm  aSi^t 
replication  does  not  raise  any  issue  on  the  material  point  traverse  of  the 
of  defence  disclosed  in  the  plea,  that  the  note  was  made  by 
the  defendant  for  the  accommodation  of  the  plaintiff.     It 
would  appear  from  the  case  of  Atkinson  v.  Davis  (a),  that 
the  proper  course  in  such  a  case  would  be  to  award  a  re- 
pleader.   A  traverse  of  the  allegation  that  it  was  an  accom- 
modation note  would  have  been  a  full  answer  to  the  plea. 
But  a  bill  or  note  made  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
plaintiff  is  not  a  bill  or  note  given  nntkout  consideration,  in 
the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  but  one  which  it  is  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties  to  it  shall  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff.    [PoU 
lock,  C.  B. — If  paid  at  all.     I  think  some  of  the  cases  de- 
fine the  meaning  of  an  accommodation  bill  to  be,  a  bill  on 


(fl)  11  M.  &  W.  236. 
VOL.  XII.  AAA  M.  W. 
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Exeb.  of  Pleas,  which  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  allowed  to  sue  the  defend- 
^^^'  ant.  Parke,  B.— It  is  a  bill  for  which  the  plaintiff  is  to 
provide^  the  defendant  lending  his  mere  name.]  Then 
there  is  nothing  on  this  record  displacing  that  defence. 
There  may  be  a  species  of  consideration,  not  legally  at- 
taching to  the  bill  or  note,  yet  existing  in  fact — as^  where  a 
party  may  be  paid  for  lending  his  name  to  it.  Here,  the 
replication  amounts  to  a  traverse  of  an  inference  of  law; 
for  all  the  rest  of  the  plea,  after  the  averment  of  its  being 
an  accommodation  note,  is  a  legal  inference  ariwig  thereT 
from.  The  traverse,  therefore,  does  not  nieet  the  sub- 
stantial point  of  defence.  So  long  as  the  allegation  re- 
mains uncontradicted,  that  it  is  an  accommodation  note, 
there  is  a  repugnancy,  unless  the  remainder  \ke  construed 
as  a  mere  legal  inference.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is^ 
whether  the  replication  is  not  an  informal  denial  that  it  is 
an  accommodation  note,  by  alleging  that  it  is  one  which  the 
defendant  is  bound  to  pay  for  a  good  consideration.]  Sup- 
pose it  were  found  that  money  had  been  paid  in  respect  ci 
the  transaction,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  take  up  the 
note  when  due.  [Parke,  B. — Then  there  would  be  con- 
sideration for  paying  the  note.]  The  question  is,  whether 
this  replication  sufficiently  negatives  the  duty  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  provide  for  the  note. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^It  appears  to  me  that  the  replication 
has  tendered  the  more  legal  issue,  namely,  whether  there 
was  or  was  not  a  good  copsideration  for  the  making  and 
payment  of  the  note ;  whether  it  was  made  foi:  the  plain- 
tiff ^s  accommodation  or  not,  is  merely  a  mercantile  mode  of 
stating  the  same  question.  An  accommodation  bill  is  de- 
fined to  be,  a  bill  on  which  the  drawer  has  no  right  to  sue 
the  acceptor.  But  if  there  was  a  consideration  for  the 
bill,  the  drawer  has  a  right  to  sue  the  acceptor  on  it. 
Therefore,  to  aver  that  there  was  a  good  consideration  for 
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a  bill  or  note^  is  substantially  the  same  as  to  aver  that  it  £«?*•  »/  Pieai, 
was  not  au  accommodation  bill  or  note.  I  think^  therefore^ 
no  rule  ought  to  be  granted. 

Parke^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  new  rules 
require,  no  doubt,  that  the  plea  shall  not  merely  state  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  the  bill  or  note  declared  on, 
bat  shall  shew  how  it  was  without  consideration.  Here 
the  plea  begins  by  stating  that  it  was  an  accommodation 
note.  That  is  a  mercantile  term,  the  meaning  of  which  is, 
that  it  is  a  note  for  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  provide  when 
due,  and  not  to  call  on  the  defendant  for  payment.  Then 
the  question  is,  whether  the  replication  has  not,  though 
informally,  aUeged  that  this  is  not  such  a  note  as  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  provide  for  when  due,  but  one  which  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  when  due.  This  is 
after  verdict ;  the  question  does  not  arise  on  special  de- 
murrer, and  I  think  that,  in  substance,  this  replication  is 
a  traverse  that  it  was  an  accommodation  note,  because  it 
alleges  that  there  was  a  good  consideration  for  the  payment 
of  the  note  by  the  defendant,  which  could  not  be  the  case 
if  it  were  a  note  for  which  the  plaintiff  was,  by  agreement 
with  the  defendant,  to  provide  for  when  due. 

Albbrson,  B. — It  seems  to  me,  that  this  issue  could  not 
be  found  for  the  plaintiff,  without  finding  that  this  was  not 
an  accommodation  note. 

BoLFB,  B. — ^The  replication  states,  not  merely  that  there 
was  a  consideration  for  the  making,  but  also  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note ;  which  could  not  be  the  case  if  it  was  an 
accommodation  note. 

Rule  refused. 


A  A  A  2 
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Ejcek.  of  PleoMf 
1B44. 

"  Wynne  v.  Edwards. 

April  16.  Same  v.  Same. 

Two  caoset  be-  xN  one  of  the  above  actions^  the  plaintiff  had  issued  a 

M^,  onHn^  ^^^>  ^^^  delivered  a  declaration  in  trespass  for  mesne 

trwpMsfor  profits;  in  the  other,  he  had  only  issued  a  writ,  which 

mesne  pronU,  ^                                          '                           ^                                 ' 

in  which  the  described  the  action  as  being  ''on  promises.''     These 

declared,  the  causcs  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties 

•uMdt  In  ^cre*  at  this  stage,  referred  to  arbitration  by  a  jndge*! 

which  he  had  ofder^  which  was  afterwards  made  a  rule  of  Coort.    By 

only  issued  his 

writ,  were  re-  the  order,  the  costs  of  the  said  causes,  and  of  the  reference 

judge's  order,  ^^^  award,  wcre  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award.    The 

Se"^or«;e  "bitrators  made  an  award,  whereby,  after  recitmg  tbe 

causes,  and  of  order  of  reference,  and  that  they  had  duly  considered  the 

and  award,  to  allegations  and  proo&  of  the  said  parties  concerning  the 

of  theawardT**  prcmises,  they  awarded  ''concerning  the  same  in  manner 

Tbearbitraton,  following,  that  is  to  say :  We  do  adjudge  and  detenmne 

after  reciting  '  that  all  further  proceedings  in  the  said  causes  shall  firom 

ferenoe,  and*^'  henceforth  ccase,  and  be  no  further  prosecuted;  and  thst 

d^'  ^Mid^fed  *^®  ®^*  defendant  do  and  shall,  on  or  before  the  6th  day 

the  proofs,  &c.,  of  December  next,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the 

concerning  the  i..«.        i.                          «                   i»^i«-ite^«.««.    « 

premises,  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  the  sum  of  41/.  17t.  9a.,  m  full  of 

ccroing  the**'  ^  demands  in  the  said  causes.^'    It  did  not  appear  thst 

same,  that  all  there  wcrc  any  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties 

further  pro-  /                                                                                 * 

ceedings  in  the  CXCept  thoSC  in  the  tWO  CauSCS. 

said  causes 

should  cease  CowUfiff,  iu  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  csnie 

ther^^roM/""^  why  the  award  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  grounds, 

cutediand  that  that  it  was  uot  final  or  certain;  that  it  exceeded  the  su- 

the  defendant 

should,  on  &c.,  thority  of  the  arbitrators,  in  awarding  a  stet  processoi; 

piainUfr/w.  A^^  that  it  did  not  shew  any  event  on  which  the  costs  of 

17#.  9d  in  ^j^g  g^j^  causc  could  be  ascertained. 

full  of  all  de- 
mands in  the 

i/f/J,  asuffi-  Kelly  and  Hayes  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  substantisi 

^^tbnoi^th  objection  to  this  award  is,  that  the  arbitrators  hsFC  not 

causes  in  fa- 
vour of  the  plaintiff. 
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determined  the  causes  so  as  to  form  an  event  for  the  pur-  Exck,  qf  PUat, 
pose  of  the  costs.     But  how  otherwise  could  they  deter-  '  ^ 

mine  them?  They  had  no  power  to  enter  a  verdict  or  Wynne 
direct  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  By  awarding  that  the  Edwards. 
actions  shall  be  no  further  prosecuted,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  pay  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  in  full  of  all 
demands  in  the  actions,  the  arbitrators  have  in  effect  de- 
determined  both  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  law 
does  the  rest.  There  are  many  authorities  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff.  In  Eardly  v.  Steer  (a)  a  cause  was  referred  after 
appearance,  and  before  plea,  together  with  all  matters  in 
difference  between  the  parties,  the  costs  of  the  cause,  and 
of  the  reference  and  award,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  award. 
It  appeared  in  evidence  before  the  arbitrators,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  a  cross  demand  against  the  plaintiff,  larger  than 
the  plaintiff  could  prove  in  the  action.  By  their  award,  they 
directed  that  the  action  should  cease,  and  be  no  further 
prosecuted ;  they  found,  that,  on  the  balance  of  accounts, 
the  sum  of  dE661  was  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  adjudged  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  that  sum 
to  the  defendant.  The  Court  held,  on  motion  to  set  aside 
the  award,  that  it  sufficiently  shewed  the  decision  of  the 
arbitrators  to  be  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  costs.  Pearse  v.  Pearse  {b)  is  an  authority  to 
the  same  effect.  In  Day  v.  Bonnin  (c),  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing issued  a  writ  in  debt  for  11/.  bs.,  before  declaration, 
the  cause,  and  aU  matters  in  dispute,  were  referred  to  an 
arbitrator,  who^  by  his  award,  after  stating  that  he  had 
heard  the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties  touching  the 
matters  in  difference  between  them,  awarded  '*  concerning 
the  same,''  that  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
11/.  5t.  ''in  full  of  all  demands  in  the  said  cause/'  and 
the  award  was  held  to  be  sufficiently  certain  and  final. 
That  case  precisely  resembles  the  present,  except  that 

(a)  2  C.  M.  fr  R.  327.     (h)  9  B.  &  C.  484.    (c)  3  Bing.  N.  G.  219. 
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Ejech,  ofPUatt  here  two  causes  are  referred.     But  it  is  plain  that  the  in 

^      y  ^     bitrators  thought  the  plaintifif  was  entitled  to  reooTcr  some- 

Wtkkb       thing  in  each  of  the  actions,  and  assessed  the  damages  m 

Edwards.     ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^™  mentioned  in  the  award,  for  thej  awarded 

them  ''  in  fall  of  all  demands  in  the  said  cautesJ^    Thst 

expression  implies  that  there  were  demands  in  both  actioni 

to  be  satisfied,  and  they  are  thus  satisfied.    An  award,  that 

certain  actions  be  discontinued,  and  each  party  pay  his 

own  costs,  is  good  and  final,  being  in  e£fect  an  award  of 

a  stet  processus  :  Blanchard  v.  Lilly  (a),  Yaies  t.  Kfdgkt  [Hj, 

[Alderson,  B. — In  those  cases  there  was  no  prorisioa  f(ff 

making  the  costs  abide  the  event  of  the  award.} 

Cowling  J  contriL — ^The  reference  ia  not  merely  of  the 
two  causes,  but  of  all  matters  in  difierence  between  the 
parties.  [Parke^  B. — But  you  do  not  suggest  that  there 
was  any  matter  in  difference  out  of  the  eauaes.]  Thei 
the  arbitrators  seem  to  have  awarded  a  stel  prooessus  is 
the  causes,  which  would  be  bad,  as  implying  that  no  coiti 
were  to  be  paid  on  either  side.  It  may  be  said  that  that 
part  of  the  award  may  be  rejected ;  but,  even  if  that  be  so, 
the  arbitrators  have  not  clearly  ascertained  any  event  on 
which  the  costs  may  depend.  The  language  of  the  awiid 
is  vague  and  uncertain.  If  the  arbitrators  imtended  to 
find  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in  both  a^ 
tions,  why  did  they  not  say  so  in  expresa  terms  ?  As  it 
stands,  their  award  amounts  to  no  more  than  this,  thatf 
taking  all  the  facts  together,  a  balance  is  due  to  the  plain- 
tiff.  {^Alderson^'R. — But  no  cross  demand  or  set-off  u 
shewn:  all  that  appears  is,  that  there  are  two  acttoni 
brought  by  the  same  party.  Then,  if  in  one  of  those  ao- 
tions  there  were  no  demand,  is  the  language  of  the  award 
such,  as  a  reasonably  correct  person  would  use?]  Would 
such  a  person  use  the  word  '^  demand  ^'  with  reference  to 

(fl)  9  East,  497.  {h)  2  Bing.  N.  a  277. 
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an  action  of  trespass?     [Parke,  B. — ^Tlris  was  trespass  for  Exck.  of  PUat, 
mesne  profits^  in  which  th^re  is  k  demand.     Alderson,  6.        1^^« 
— By  your  construction  you  give  no  effect  to  the  plilral       Wtnnk 
"  causesJ*    The  defendant  cannot  be  entitled  in  either  o^    edtArds. 
the  causes,  unless  there  be  a  demand  in  one,  and  no  de- 
mand in  the  other.    So  to  construe  the  award  irctvld  be  tc 
great  violation  of  language.] 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  award  is  good. 
The  question  is,  whether,  construing  the  award  by  itself, 
and  in  conjunction  with  its  recitals,  the  arbitrators  have 
sufficiently  determined  both  actions  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiff. If  there  had  been  one  action  only,  their  award  would 
have  been  equivalent  to  a  finding  that  there  was  a  demand 
in  that  action,  and  to  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff  therein: 
Day  V.  Bonnin.  If  that  be  true  as  to  one  cause  of  actio'iil, 
the  question  is,  whether  the  arbitrators  are  not,  in  like 
manner,  to  be  considered  in  this  case  as  having  decided 
both  causes  of  action  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  When  they 
award  '^  concerning  the  premises,^'  that  is,  both  the  causes, 
and  adjudge  that  the  defendant  shall  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
a  certain  sum  "  in  full  of  all  demands  in  the  said  causes,'' 
that  amounts  to  a  finding  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  in  respect  of  both  causes  of  action.  It  is  unneces- 
saiy  to  specify  how  much  he  is  entitled  to  recover  on  each ; 
and  the  award  is  final  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  both 
of  the  actions,  which  are  the  only  matters  in  difference  re- 
ferred. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  only  supposition  which  can  be  put 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the  arbitrators  have  de- 
cided for  the  plaintiff  in  one  of  the  causes,  and  that  he  has 
no  demand  in  the  other.  That  would  be  a  very  erroneous 
construction  of  the  words  of  the  award,  in  which  the  arbi- 
trators adjudge  that  the  defendant  shall  pay  the  plaintiff 
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Bxch.  of  Pleat,  a  8um  of  money  in  satisfaction  of  his  dematub  in  the  said 

^   ^      .     catises ;  whereas^  supposing  that  the  arbitrators  intended 

Wtnnk       to  decide  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recoTer  some- 

Edwards.     thing  in  each  of  the  actions^  the  construction  is  perfectly 

simple  and  natural.    Why  should  we  go  out  of  our  way  to 

put  an  unnatural  construction  on  the  words,  in  order  to 

defeat  the  award,  which  we  ought  rather  to  struggle  to 

uphold  ? 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


yfpril2e.  WhiTB  V.  ShARP. 

A  ctuse  and  all  JJeBT  ou  an  award. — The  declaration,  after  reciting  thai^ 

ference  were  *  by  a  judge's  Order,  a  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference 

artitration  oT  hetwceu  the  aboYC  parties  were  referred  to  the  arbitration 

tliree  perjoni,  of  J.  Cook,  R.  Singlchurst,  and  J.  Haselden,  and  that  the 

the  award  of  .             . 

the  three,  or  of  award  of  the  said  arbitrators,  or  any  two  of  them,  was,  by 

thcmr?o*bo  t^c  order,  to  be  final,  stated,  that  the  said  J.  Cook  and  J. 

awaid  pS*  Haselden,  being  two  of  the  said  arbitrators,  duly  made  and 

ported  on  the  published  their  award,  &c. 

made  by  aU  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the  said  J.  Cook  and 

wc^t^by ""  ^'  Haselden  did  not  duly  make  and  publish  their  award, 

*7P  ?°^y».^*»c  modo  et  formfi.   The  second  plea  set  out  the  award  in  haw 

third  having  * 

refused  to  sign  verba.     After  reciting  the  order,  as  stated  in  the  dedar- 

qucstedtodo  ation,  it  proceeded  thus:— "Now  know  ye,  that  we,  the 

thaTt™  ward  ®^^^  ^'  ^^^^»  ^'  SinglehuTst,  and  J.  Haselden,  having  taken 

was  good  as  upon  oursclvcs  the  burthen  of  the  said  reference.  &c.,  do 

the  award  of  the  ijii-i 

two.  It  sup.  make  and  pubush  our  award  of  and  concerning  all  the  mat- 

Fn  wWcMt  WM  ^ers  referred  to  us,  as  follows,"  &c. 

80  suted.  At  the  trial,  before  Rolfe,  B.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  as- 
sizes, the  award,  when  produced,  appeared  to  be  in  the 
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terms  stated  in  tlie  plea,  but  it  was  signed  by  two  of  the  -KreA-  i^PUat, 
arbitrators  only^  Cook  and  Hazleden ;  it  being  proved^  that  '   ^ 

Singlehorst  had  refused  to  sign  it^  when  requested  to  do  Whitb 
so*  It  was  thereupon  objected  for  the  defendant^  firsts  Sha&p. 
that  the  first  issue  was  not  supported ;  secondly^  that  the 
award  was  bad,  as  falsely  purporting  to  be  the  award  of  the 
three.  The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objections,  and  a 
verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 


Cowling  now  moved  accordingly. — In  the  first  place,  the 
first  issue  was  not  proved,  for  the  award  produced  in  evi- 
dence purported,  in  the  body  of  it,  to  be  the  award  of  the 
three  arbitrators,  and  not  of  the  two,  as  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration. Secondly,  the  award  is  bad.  The  powers  given  to 
arbitrators  are  to  be  strictly  pursued.  Here,  it  was  shewn 
that  the  third  arbitrator  had  expressly  refused  to  sign  the 
award ;  the  other  two,  therefore,  had  no  authority  to  use 
bis  name  as  a  party  to  it.  The  case  of  Thomas  v.  Harrop  (a) 
is  precisely  in  point.  It  is  reported  in  these  terms : — "  It 
was  provided,  in  an  agreement  of  reference,  that  the  award 
should  be  made  by  four  persons,  or  any  three  of  them ;  an 
award  was  prepared,  purporting  to  be  the  award  of  the  four 
referees ;  but  it  was  executed  by  three  of  them  only.  The 
Yice-Chancellor  held,  that  it  was  no  good  award ;  that  it 
was  not  the  award  of  the  four  referees,  because  it  was 
signed  by  three  of  them  only ;  and  that  it  was  not  a  good 
award  of  those  three,  because  it  professed  to  be  the  award 
of  all  the  four  referees.^'  That  case  is  treated  as  an  author- 
ity by  all  the  text  writers  on  this  subject.  [Rolfe,  B. — 
Suppose  a  reference  to  be  made  to  A.,  and  he  says  in  his 
award,  "  I  and  B.,  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff,  award '' 
such  and  such  things;  would  that  be  a  bad  award?]  No; 
because  that  statement  would  be  immaterial ;  but  here,  any 

(fi)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  524. 
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Etehi  rfpwdi,  persoTi^  reading  thid  awards  would  tak^  it  to  be  tte  award 
2?^1l^    of  all  the  three  arbitrators. 


Parke,  B. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  role  in: 
this  ease.     The  evidence  is,  that  the  third  arbitratcMV 
Singlehurst,  did  not  assent  to  oir  sign  the  awlord.    Ther0r 
is,  therefore,  nothing  more  thafi  a  inis-reeital  of  a  facl[^ 
aiid  the  award  is  not  less  the  award  of  the  two.-    The^ 
thought,  no  doubt,  that  the  third  would  join  in  the  awaid^ 
but  he  did  not :  and  why,  when  he  refuses  to  concur,  v^ 
their  deliberate  judgment  to  be  rejected,  nuerdy  btoras^ 
they  mis-recite  a  fact  ?   Their  statement  that  he  concurred 
may  be  treated  as  mere  surplusage,  and  the  substance  (b4 
their  averment  is,  Uiat  two  of  them  have  made  the  aWttrA- 
With  respect  to  the  cas^  of  Thonuu  v.  Harrepy  it  is  vtty 
shortly  and  loosely  reported,  being  stated  merely  ex  r^ 
latione.    It  may  have  been  that  th«re  no  notice  was  gim 
to  the  fourth  arbitrator  that   the  othei^  had  made  m 
award.    At  all  events,  as  it  is  r^rtedy  the  decumm  is 
very  unsatisfactory,  and  cannot  guide  our  judgment. 

Alderson,  B.-^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case 
of  Thomas  v.  Harrop  i»  very  shortly,  and  probably  inaccu- 
rately, reported.  It  may,  however,  be  sustained,  if  the 
facta  were  that  the  three  arbitrator^  executed  the  award 
on  the  faith  that  the  fourth  would  concur  in  it,  and  with- 
out knowing  that  he  would  liot  join  in  the  execution. 
But  here,  the  two  arbitrators  make  and  execute  the  awsrl 
contrary  to  the  opinion  of  the  third.  The  two  could  do6 
make  a  good  award  without  first  taking  the  opinion  of  the 
third ;  but  in  this  case  due  notice  was  given  to  him,  for  be 
Was  asked,  and  refused  to  concur  in  the  award. 

BoLPE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Rxch*  of  Pfe0$f 
1844. 

Smith  v.  Heabn.  ^ipril  27. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  Where,  on  de- 
bill  of  eichange.     The  declaration^  as  originally  delivered,  cUration,  Uie^~ 
fcad  omitted,  in  the  description  of  the  bill,  the  words  J^"^^^^J^J* 
''  jmyable  to,''  and  the  defendant  demurred  to  it  on  that  co'ts  of  the  de- 

nmrrer,  which 

S>t)QDd.    An  order  was  however  made,  by  consent,  for  the  defendant 
^mending  the  declaration  on  payment  of  costs ;  but  the  eqaiTalem  to  a 
^rder  did  not  expressly  provide  for  the  defendant's  pleading  !|j'^'^  °' 
^^novo.    The  declaration  was  amended  accordingly,  and  andentiUesthe 
^))e  costs  of  the  demurrer  were  taxed,  and  paid  on  the  time  to  plead 
l7th  of  ApriL    On  the  19th,  fresh  pleas  were  delivered,  ^"^°- 
Ont  the  plaintiff's  attorney  returned  them  the  same  day 
^th  a  joinder  in  demurrer,  and  a  letter  to  the  defendant's 
attorney,  in  which  he  stated  that  his  reason  for  so  doing 
WaSj  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  plead  de  novo, 
without  fist  withdrawing  his  demurrer.     The  defendant's 
sttomey  immediately  returned  the  pleas  and  the  joinder 
in  demurrer;  which,  however,  on  the  20th,  were  again 
WBDt  back  to  him,  with  the  following  letter  from  the  plain- 
tiff's attcxrney ; — 

"  20th  ApriL 
^'  Herewith  I  return  your  pleas  and  my  joinder  in  de- 
murrer, which,  on  reference  to  Lush's  Practice,  you  will 
find  I  am  justified  in  doing.  As,  however,  I  have  no  per-> 
aonal  feeling  in  the  matter,  if  the  defendant  will  pay  the 
costs  of  the  demurrer  and  joinder,  I  will  accept  your 
pleas;  otherwise  I  shall  make  up  the  demurrer  book* 
Please  to  let  me  hear  from  you  on  Monday." 

No  answer  being  given  to  this  letter,  the  plaintiff's  at<* 
tomey  made  up  the  demurrer  book  with  the  declaration 
as  amended,  the  demurrer  and  joinder,  delivered  the  paper 
books,  and  set  down  the  case  for  argument.    On  the  23th, 
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Ewek.  ^  PiMf 9  a  rule  was  obtained  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
^   *^'  ^    cause  why  the  case  should  not  be  struck  out  of  the  papa% 
Smith        and  whj  plaintiff  should  not  acc^t  the  pleas  lastly  de- 
HxAmM.       livered ;  against  which 

Montagu  Chambers  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  wder  to 
amend  the  declaration  did  not  give  the  defendant  mxy 
leave  to  plead  de  novo :  he  was  not,  therefore^  entitled  to 
do  so  until  he  had  got  rid  of  his  demurrer.     [ParkCf  B. — 
The  plaintiff,  by  amending  and  paying  the  costs  of  the 
demurrer,  which  were  accepted  by  the  defendant,  has 
admitted  that  his  declaration  was  defective  as  pointed  oot 
by  the  demurrer,  which  has  therefore,  by  the  amendment 
become  useless.    PoUock,  C.  B. — ^The  defendant  gets  ihe 
costs  of  the  demurrer,  which  he  ought  not  to  have,  if  it  is 
to  stand  with  the  amended  declaration.    The  payment  of 
those  costs  is  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
after  the  amendment  the  demurrer  would  become  uselen.] 
It  appears  from  the  text  books,  that  it  is  contrary  to  the 
practice  of  this  Court,  that  a  defendant  shall  plead  denovo 
after  an  amendment,  unless  the  order  to  amend  ezpresilj 
gives  him  leave  to  do  so;  although,  in  the  Queen's  Bench 
and  Common  Pleas,  a  different  rule  is  understood  to  pr^ 
vail.     It  is  thus  stated  in  Lush's  Practice,  p.  887: — ''By 
a  long  course  of  practice  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  an  amend- 
ment after  plea  entitles  the  defendant,  in  all  cases,  to  alter 
his  plea,  or  plead  de  novo,  and  to  have  two  days  for  thit 
purpose,  exclusive  of  the  day  of  amendment.    And  by  a 
rule  in  the  Common  Pleas  (a),  it  is  ordered,  *  that  the  de- 
fendant shall  have  two  days,  exclusive  of  the  day  on  whid 
the  amendment  shall  be  actually  made,  to  alter  his  plea, 
or  plead  de  novo,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  Court  or 
the  judge  granting  leave  for  the  amendment.    There  is 
no  such  rule  in  the  Exchequer,  consequently  to  entitle  the 

(a)  E.  T.,  1  WiU.  4,  r.  2. 
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party  to  alter  his  plea  and  plead  de  novOi  it  mast  be  so  ex-  Exek.  of  Pieas, 
pressed  in  the  order/'  [Itolfe,  B. — ^What  is  the  meaning  ^^^' 
of  withdrawing  the  demurrer?  Why  should  you  put  the 
defendant's  attorney  to  the  trouble  of  going  to  the  office 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney^  to  take  back  a  document  which 
has  become  mere  waste  paper?]  Such  has  always  been 
the  course.  The  modern  practice  of  delivering  pleadings 
to  the  attorney  of  the  opposite  party,  instead  of  filing  them 
with  the  officer  of  the  Courts  cannot  affect  the  rules  of 
practice  relating  to  them.  Before  that  alteration^  the  de- 
murrer and  plea  would  have  stood  together  on  the  files  of 
the  Courts  if  the  former  were  not  first  withdrawn. — [He 
referred  also  to  Sellon's  Practice^  Vol.  2,  p.  454.] 

Montague  Smith,  in  support  of  the  rule^  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — The  Court  are  of  opinion  that  this 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute;  and  the  foundation  of  our 
judgment  is,  that  the  payment  and  acceptance  of  the  costs 
of  the  demurrer  are  to  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  an 
actual  withdrawal  of  the  demurrer.  The  Master  certifies 
to  us,  that  such  is  the  modem  practice ;  and  it  is  so  rea- 
sonable a  one,  that  we  ought  not  to  change  it,  in  order  to 
go  back  to  what  is  said  to  have  prevailed  in  ancient  times. 
However,  as  there  has  not  hitherto  been  any  express  deci- 
sion on  this  point,  and  as  the  practice,  as  laid  down  in  the 
books,  is  somewhat  obscure,  and  the  parties  may  have  been 
misled  thereby,  the  rule  will  be  absolute  without  costs. 

Pabkb,  B. — ^When  the  distinction  is  adverted  to,  it  will 
be  found,  that  what  Mr.  Lush  states  is  quite  right  as  a 
general  rule ;  and,  I  think,  the  practice  which  he  mentions 
as  prevailing  in  this  Court  is  better  than  that  which  pre- 
vails in  the  Queen's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas ;  because, 
in  most  of  the  amendments  which  are  made  in  declarations. 
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Exck  rf  puoi,  it  is  quite  unnecessary  to  delay  the  proceedings  by  pleads 
_  _  '■"  ^^8  ^^  nova  But  where  there  has  been  a  demurrer  to  th^ 
declaration,  and  the  plaintiff  amends  on  payment  of  th^ 
costs  of  the  demurrer^  and  those  coats  are  received  by  ih<e 
defendant,  that  is  equivalent  to  a  withdrawal  of  the  d^ 
miirrer,  which  has  become  useless  by  the  amendment,  and 
such  a  case  does  not  come  within  the  rule  mentioned  by 
Mr.  Lush.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  drfendant  ia 
entitled  to  time  to  plead  to  the  amended  declaration. 

Alderson,  B. — ^There  is  an  obvious  distinction  in  princi* 
pie,  in  this  respect,  between  the  case  of  a  demurrer  and  of  a 
plea:  the  former  cannot  stand  with  the  amended  declare 
tion,  but  the  latter  may.     In  any  similar  case  hereafter, 
the  rule  will  be  absolute  with  costs. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute,  without  costs. 


^ay  1.  RicKETTS  and  Another,  Executors  of  William  Llotd, 

deceased,  v.  Weaver. 

The  executor  of  CoVENANT. — The  declaration  stated,  that  heretofore, 
life  may  re-       to  wit,  ou  &c.,  in  the  lifetime  of  William  Lloyd,  deceased, 

bJIwh^'oVa  OT.  *^^  ^®^^y  ^^*  ^^^®>  ^y  ^  indenture  made  between  ths 
Tenant  to  re-      said  W.  Lloyd  and  Betty  his  wife,  of  the  first  part,  A. 

pair,  committed  "^  ^  '  r      » 

by  the  lessee  of  Stallard  of  the  sccoud  part,  and  the  defendant  and  ons  J* 
his  lifetime,  Bates  of  the  third  part,  a  certain  messuage  and  lands  wot 
riSrill^'.^  demised  by  the  said  William  Lloyd  and  Betty  his  vi&^ 
to  his  personal    to  the  said  A.  Stallard,  to  hold  the  same  for  the  term  of 

one  whole  year,  if  the  said  Betty  should  so  long  live,  ni 
ofter  the  expiration  of  the  said  teria  of  on^  year,  (rm 
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year  to  year^  so  long  as  both  parties  should  agree  as  to  the  Bxck,  nf  BUoi, 
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itnt;  that  the  said  A.  Stallard  thereby  covenanted  with  the 
mid  W.  Lloyd  and  Betty  his  wife,  amongst  other  things, 
to  keep  and  leave  in  repair  the  said  messuage  and  pre- 
^01869 ;  the  defendant  and  the  said  J.  Bates  also  covenantf 
fid  with  them,  the  said  William  Lloyd  and  Betty  his  wife, 
that  in  case  he  the  said  A.  Stallard,  his  executors,  &c., 
should  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  any  of  the  covenants  in  the 
mid  indenture  mentioned,  on  his  and  their  part  to  be  ob-> 
served  and  performed,  he  the  defendant  should  and  would, 
on    demand,  pay  and  discharge  all  costs,  charges,  and  ex- 
penses that  should  or  might  accrue  by  reason  of  such  de- 
fiuilts,  and  should  and  would,  in  all  respects,  be  liable  as 
fhongh  he,  the  defendant,  were  the  real  and  bon&  fide  te- 
lULixt  of  the  said  premises.    The  declaration  then  averred, 
that  Stallard  entered  upon  the  premises,  and  that  the  said 
Betty  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  William  Lloyd;  that 
the  said  A.  Stallard  did  not  keep  the  said  premises  in  re- 
(^  during  the  said  term,  and  by  means  thereof  the  said 
ptemise^,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  William  Lloyd,  sus-* 
Viined  damage  to  the  amount  of  £200,  and  that  the  said 
^iUiam  Lloyd  hadj^  by  reason  of  such  defaults,  incurred 
liability  to  great  costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  of  all  which 
Itemises  the  defendant  had  notice,  and  was  reqi^ted  to 
]iay  the  same.    Breach,  non-payment  thereof. 

Hea,  that,  before  the  said  demise  in  the  declaration  men- 
tionedj  the  said  William  Lloyd  and  ^^tty  his  wife  were 
•eised  in  their  demesne  as  of  freehold,  in  right  of  the  said 
Betty,  for  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  in  the  said  mes- 
anage  and  lands ;  and  that  they  the  said  William  Lloyd  an4 
Betty  his  wife  had  not  any  further  or  other  interest  in  the 
aaid  demised  preinises;  a^d  that  the  said  WilEam  Lloy4 
WJU^  not  in  his  lifetime  put  to,  nor  did  he  incur  liability  to, 
the  said  costs,  cl^arges,  and  expenses  in  the  decla^atioiiik 
mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  ca,uaes  (inter  alia),  that 
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jtidL  9f  PfiMT,  the  plea  confened  a  breach  of  the  aerenl  oofeiianta  set 

forth  in  the  declaration,  without  shewing  any  answer  to 
or  excoae  for  committing  them :  That  the  plea  gare  the 
go»bj  to  that  branch  of  the  corenant,  by  which  the  defend- 
ant stipnfaited  for  his  indiTidoal  liability  in  aU  respects  ai 
if  he  were  himself  the  real  and  boni  fide  tenant :  That  the 
plea  did  not  answer  the  declaration  eren  to  the  extent  of 
nominal  dama^^ ;  and  that  it  was  consistent  with  ewerj 
allegation  contained  in  the  plea,  that  the  personal  estate 
of  William  Lloyd  had  sustained  damage  by  the  allq;ed  and 
admitted  breaches  of  coTcnant. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

BantoWy  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — It  wiO  probaUf 
be  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  decla- 
ration is  bad  in  substance,  on  the  ground  that  the  executor 
of  a  tenant  for  life  cannot  sue  for  a  breach  of  a  coTenant 
conunitted  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  To  that  objec- 
tion the  case  of  Raymond  y.  ¥Uck  (a)  seems  to  fimush  a 
sufficient  answer;  where  it  was  held,  that  an  execator 
might  sue  the  lessee  of  his  testator  for  a  breach  of  a  oore- 
nant  not  to  fell  trees,  committed  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 
In  this  lease  there  is  a  separate  and  distinct  engagement 
by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  charges  and  expenses  occa- 
sioned by  the  non-repair  of  the  premises  on  demand,  not 
merely  as  a  surety  for  the  tenant,  but  as  if  he,  the  defend- 
ant, were  himself  the  real  and  bonft  fide  tenant.  He  is  in 
all  respects  to  be  liable  as  tenant.  But  even  supposing  he 
were  liable  only  as  surety,  still  he  is  within  the  terms  of 
the  declaration;  for  the  testator's  estate  has  sustained 
damage  by  the  premises  being  out  of  repair,  and  by  Ae 
liability  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  charges  in  consequenee 
thereof.  The  plea  is  also  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  leares  un- 
touched one  part  of  the  complaint  in  the  deelaratjon, 
namely,  the  deterioration  of  the  premises  by  the  non- 

(a)  2  C,  M.  &  R.  688. 


i 


Basteb  term^  7  VICT.  721 

repair,  and  only  professes  to  meet  the  breach  as  to  the  Bxch,  of  Pleat, 
charges  and  expenses. 
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RiCKETTS 
V. 


J.  Henderson,  contrit. — ^No  privity  of  contract  or  interest  weaVbr. 
exists  between  the  present  plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 
The  interest  of  the  testator  was  in  right  of  his  wife  only^ 
and  determined  on  her  death :  so  also  did  the  term  of  the 
tenant :  and  the  liability  of  the  defendant  is  collateral  only. 
It  does  not  follow  that  upon  every  default  of  the  tenant  to 
perform  the  covenants,  his  surety  is  liable.  It  is  not  like 
the  case  of  a  covenant  by  the  surety  that  the  tenant  shall 
perform  the  covenants.  A  literal  construction  of  this 
covenant  would  impose  upon  the  defendant  that  which  it 
18  impossible  for  him  to  do— namely,  personally  to  per- 
form the  covenant  for  repair.  The  defendant  never  could 
repair  the  premises,  because  he  would  have  no  right  to 
enter  for  that  purpose.  To  construe  the  covenant  as  the 
plaintiff  contends,  would  involve  an  absurdity;  viz.  that 
A.  having  covenanted  to  do  certain  things,  B.,  without 
having  the  power,  should  do  so  also.  [Parke,  B. — He  must 
take  care  they  are  done.  It  is  no  answer  to  a  positive 
contract  to  do  a  thing,  that  you  cannot  do  it.  Alder- 
9on,  B. — ^What  is  there  to  shew  that  the  defendant  did  not 
himself  occupy  the  premises?]  By  the  contract,  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  the  possession  is  in  another  person.  [Parke,  B. 
— ^What  follows,  but  that  he  cannot  personally  perform  the 
covenant  ?  then  if  he  cannot,  he  must  pay  the  amount  of 
the  injury.  It  is  like  the  case  of  a  guarantie;  if  the 
party  do  not  perform  his  contract,  the  guarantor,  who 
cannot  personally  do  the  act,  must  pay  for  him.]  The 
words  "  on  demand ''  precede  both  branches  of  the  cove- 
nant, and  may  be  applied  to  both.  That  construction  will 
give  a  reasonable  effect  to  every  part  of  it.  [Pollock,  C.  B. 
— ^It  cannot  mean  that  the  defendant  should  on  demand 
he  Uable.    Then  there  is  the  unqualified  covenant,  that 

VOL.  XII.  B  B  B  M .  W. 
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Ejreh.  o/punM,  the  defendant  shall  be  liable  in  all  icspccU  as  if  he  vera 
^**^'        the  tenant.] 

Bnt  whether  the  covenant  be  direct  or  coDatenl,  it  is 
not  one  on  which  the  execotors  can  sue.  Tliej  hare  no 
interest  in  the  coTcnants  of  their  testator,  who  was  only 
tenant  for  life  of  the  premises.  The  case  of  Eagiam  t. 
Noiile  (a)  is  in  point.  There  the  defendant  had  coaTcred 
certain  premises  in  fee  to  the  plaintiff's  testator,  with  whom 
he  coTcnanted  that  he  was  seised  in  fee,  and  had  a  good 
right  to  convey:  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  as  exe- 
cutrix, conld  not  sue  for  breaches  of  that  corenant,  without 
shewing  some  special  damage  to  the  testator  in  his  lifetime 
or  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  some  interest  in  the  premises. 
The  mere  existence  of  a  covenant  with  the  testator  does 
not  pre-suppose  the  right  of  the  executor  to  sue  upon  it; 
there  must  be  some  contract  which  may  enure  to  the  be- 
nefit of  the  testator.  Here  the  plea  expressly  denies  any 
damage  to  the  estate  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator.  [Pariot^ 
B. — ^AU  the  authorities  were  considered,  and  this  question 
was  determined  in  the  case  of  Raymond  y.  FUch,  whidi  it 
an  authority  expressly  in  point.]  But  here  it  does  not 
appear,  either  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  thst 
the  personal  estate  is  diminished,  or  that  the  liability  was 
iucurred  in  the  lifetime  of  the  wife ;  it  might  have  been 
after  the  determination  of  the  estate  to  which  the  covenant 
of  the  surety  applies.  [Parke,  B. — Surely  the  lessor  it 
entitled  to  have  the  covenant  performed.  Could  he  not  sue 
for  the  breach  of  the  covenant  to  repair  in  his  lifetime^ 
without  any  injury  to  the  personal  estate  at  all?  if  he  could, 
why  should  not  his  executor  ?  The  case  is  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Raymond  v.  FUchJl  That  was  the  case  of  a  tenant 
in  fee- simple.  [Parker  B. — ^Nothing  turns  on  that  dis- 
tinction ;  inasmuch  as  the  tenant  for  life  could  himself  sue 

;(a)  1  M.&SeL355. 
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executor  ?    The  breach  of  covenant  imports  a  damage.]  ^ 

Where  it  appears  that  the  injury  is  to  the  realty,  and  it  is  Ricketts 
a  covenant  real,  a  personal  damage  must  be  shewn,  to  en-  Wkavbr. 
title  the  executor  to  sue.  Wherever  the  heir  can  have  an 
action,  the  executor  cannot ;  here,  if  the  lessor  had  not  been 
tenant  for  life  only,  the  heir  would  have  had  an  action ;  and 
the  liability  is  only  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  had  been 
tenant  in  fee-simple. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  think  this  case  must  be  governed  by 
that  of  Raymond  v.  FUch,  and  that,  after  the  decision  in 
that  case,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  that  this  action  is  not 
maintainable.  My  Brother  Parke  there  cited  Morly  v.  Pol- 
hUl  (a),  as  shewing  that  an  executor  was  entitled  to  sue  for 
a  breach  of  covenant  to  repair,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tes- 
tator. That  case  was  endeavoured  to  be  distinguished  by 
Sir  William  Follett^  on  the  ground  that  there  there  was  a 
covenant  to  repair ;  so  that  it  was  admitted,  that  in  the  case 
of  a  covenant  to  repair,  broken  in  the  lifetime  of  the  lessor, 
an  action  could  be  maintained  by  the  executor.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  the  case  of  Raymond  v.  FUch  is  a  direct 
authority,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Parrk,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  K  the  action 
can  be  maintained  on  that  part  of  the  covenant  which 
states  that  the  defendant  shall  be  liable  as  if  he  were  him- 
self the  tenant,  the  plea  is  bad ;  because  it  does  not  answer 
that  part,  but  only  the  other  branch  of  it,  as  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  testator.  The  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is  reduced  to  this,  whether  an  executor  can 
sue  for  the  breach  of  a  covenant  to  repair  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  lessor,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  without  averring  spe- 
cial damage.    On  that  point,  Raymond  v.  Fitch,  in  which 

(a)  2  Ventr.  56. 
B  B  B  2 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  all  thc  cases  were  considered,  is  an  authority  directly  in 

point,  and  ought  not  to  be  shaken.  The  result  of  that 
case  is,  that  unless  it  be  a  covenant  in  which  the  kar 
alone  can  sue  (according  to  Kingdon  v.  Nottle  and  ISng  t. 
Jones  (a)  )  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  lessor,  the  executor  can  sue,  unless  it  be  a  mere  per- 
sonal contract,  in  which  the  rule  applies  that  actio  perMh 
nalis  moritur  cum  personft.  The  breach  of  covenant  is  the 
damage ;  if  the  executor  be  not  the  proper  person  to  sue, 
the  action  cannot  be  brought  by  any  one. 


Aldebson,  B.,  and  Bolpe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

(a)  5  Tannt  518;    1  Marsh.  107. 


May  1.  RaE   V,    HaCKETT. 

Declaration  on  dHLSSUMPSIT  ou  a  charter-party.  —  The  dedantioii 
ttatedUhlMr  stated,  that,  by  articles  of  agreement  made  between  the 
was  agreed         plaintiflF  and  the  defendant,  owner  of  the  ship  Emms,  it 

thereby  that  the    *  ^  '^ 

ship  shooid  sail  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  sail  and  proceed  in  bsllut 
safe  and  conve-  to  a  safe  and  convenient  port,  near  to  Cape  Town,  and  thert 
to^CajI^  ToX  load  a  full  cargo  of  merchandize,  and  therewith  proceed  to 
and  there  load    Cork  or  Falmouth ;  and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  load  (he 

a  fail  cargo, 

aic.;  and  the  Said  vessel  with  the  said  cargo,  and  to  pay  freight  for  the 

to^oad  th«^.  s^™c  to  ^^^  defendant,  &c.     The  declaration  then  averredi 

Mid'"*  r  ^*  d  *'^^*  although  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  appoint 

to  paj  freight,  and  put  OU  board  the  ship  a  fit  and  proper  person  as  8Dpe^ 

Ayerment,  that, 
though  the 

plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  appoint  and  pat  on  board  a  proper  person  as  iqMrcargo,wW 
would  have  indicated  to  the  master  a  safe  and  conyenient  port  near  Cape  Town  for  reoeifiaf  ^ 
board  the  cargo,  the  defendant  would  not  permit  the  ship  to  proceed  in  ballast  on  the  fo;a|e^-' 
Heldt  bad  on  general  demurrer,  for  not  averring  that  the  plaintiff  gave  noCioe  to  the  deiondnttf 
a  safe  and  convenient  port,  5cc.,  or  anything  equivalent  in  law  to  such  nodoe ;  for tfaatH w«tk 
duty  of  the  charterer  to  select  the  port,  and  give  notice  of  it  to  the  owaer  befiife  die 
ment  of  the  voyage. 
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cargo^  to  take  care  of  the  nierehandize  to  be  loaded  on  Exch,  of  Pleat, 

board  the  said  ship^  to  indicate  and  make  known,  and  which 

sapercargo  would  have  indicated  and  made  known^  to  the 

master  of  the  ship,  a  safe  and  convenient  port  near  Cape 

Town  for  receiving  on  board  such  cargo  of  merchandize,  yet 

the  defendant  did  not  nor  would  suffer  or  permit  the  said 

ship  to  proceed  in  ballast  on  the  said  intended  voyage,  &c. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

The  principal  point  stated  for  argument  by  the  defend- 
ant was,  that  the  declaration  was  defective  and  bad,  in 
omitting  to  state,  either  that  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to 
the  defendant  of  a  safe  and  convenient  port  near  Cape 
Town,  to  which  the  ship  was  to  proceed,  or  anything  equi- 
Talent  in  law  to  such  notice. 

Crowder,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  question  in 
this  case  is,  whether  it  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  of  action  on  this  charter-party,  that  the  charterer 
should  have  indicated  a  safe  and  convenient  port,  to  which 
the  ship  might  proceed  to  take  in  her  cargo,  and  whether 
what  is  averred  in  this  declaration,  as  to  the  appointment 
of  a  supercargo,  is  sufficient.  It  is  submitted  that  it  is 
not.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  owner  of  the 
▼essel  should  know,  before  the  commencement  of  the  voy- 
age, whither  she  is  going.  The  plaintiff  does  not  state  that 
lie  gave  him  .that  information;  he  avers,  indeed,  that  he 
did  something  else  instead,  but  he  does  not  state  that  that 
was  assented  to  by  the  defendant.  If  he  had  alleged  that 
it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  indication  of  a 
port  by  the  supercargo  should  be  sufficient,  that  might 
have  entitled  him  to  sue ;  but  the  charter-party  does  not 
provide  for  that.  There  is  no  provision  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  supercargo.  That  which,  by  the  charter-party,  is  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  defendant's  liability  is  not  aver- 
red. [Ptirke^  B. — ^The  only  question  is,  whether  the  owner 
may  not  be  bound  to  go  to  a  safe  port  selected  by  himself.] 
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Exek.ofiieaM,  The  selection  of  the  merehmndize  most  be  b j  the  shipper: 

and  so  the  plaintiff  has  oonsideied  it  in  firaming  his  deco- 
ration. 


TamUmiom,  contriL — ^If  the  defendant  was  bonnd  to  go 
to  a  safe  port  selected  hj  himself^  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover :  bnt  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  contract  wu 
not  so  understood  by  either  party,  but  that  the  plaintiff 
had  the  option  of  naming  the  port.  It  is  submitted,  how- 
ever, that,  from  the  whole  of  the  charter-party,  it  appetn 
that  the  plaintiff  was  to  go  out,  and  have  the  control  of  die 
caigo ;  and  if  so,  that  the  averment  as  to  the  supercargo 
would  be  sufficient.  The  charter-party  does  not  name  or 
allude  to  any  agents  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  port  near  Cape 
Town.  The  plaintiff  personally  undertakes  to  load  the 
vessel  with  a  cargo.  On  the  other  hand,  agents  of  the 
plaintiff  at  London  and  Liverpool  are  expressly  named  for 
the  return  carga  There  is  no  all^ation  that  the  defend- 
ant asked  the  plaintiff  to  name  a  port :  and  there  are 
many  things  to  be  done  which  must  be  done  either  by  the 
charterer  himself  or  by  a  surpercargo.  The  calling  for 
orders  rather  imports  the  latter. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  think  this  is  a  perfectly  clear  case. 
Calling  to  our  assistance  our  knowledge  of  mercantile  mat- 
ters, it  seems  to  me  that  the  port  to  which  the  vessel  was 
to  proceed  was  to  be  selected  by  the  charterer,  and  not  br 
the  owner.  It  is  admitted,  that  it  is  either  to  be  named 
by  him,  or  that  he  is  to  send  somebody  with  the  vessel  to 
name  it.  But  if  it  was  to  be  the  latter,  there  should  have 
been  a  stipulation  to  that  effect  in  the  charter-party. 

Parke,  B. — My  only  doubt  arose  from  the  omission  of 
the  charter-party  to  state  whether  the  option  of  selectiD; 
the  port  was  to  be  with  the  charterer  or  the  owner.    Botr 
looking  at  the  whole  of  it,  I  think  the  port  was  to  be  «^ 
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lected  by  the  plaintiff,  the  charterer ;  therefore  it  should  Earch.  o/puas, 
either  have  been  named  before  the  ship  sailed,  or  there 
should  have  been  an  express  stipulation  for  its  being 
named  afterwards.  So,  if  it  was  intended  that  a  super- 
cargo should  go  for  that  purpose,  there  should  have  been 
an  express  stipulation  to  that  effect.  In  the  absence  of 
any  such  agreement,  the  charterer  is  the  party  to  select 
the  port.  The  declaration,  therefore,  is  bad  for  want  of  an 
averment  that  he  selected  a  safe  port,  and  gave  notice 
thereof  to  the  defendant. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear 
that  the  charterer  is  the  person  to  name  the  port,  because 
he  is  to  provide  the  cargo.  How  could  he  provide  a  cargo 
from  all  the  places  which  the  other  party  might  choose  to 
go  to? 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


D] 


Payne  v,  Burridge.  May  i. 


'EBT. — The  declaration  stated  a  demise  by  the  plaintiff  By  a  local  act, 
to  the  defendant  of  a  messuage  and  premises  for  the  term  miggioners  ap- 
of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £100,  and  al-  pointed  there- 
leged  as  a  breach  the  non-payment  of  half  a  year's  rent.        ^  ^^'^d  to 

thori2e 

Plea,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  sum  of  £50,  (after  a  plea  of  flag  footwajs, 
payment  into  Court  as  to  parcel),  that  the  said  demised  Jhcreof  ^re"to 
premises  were,  and  still  are  within  the  town  of  Leamington,  ^  P^^  ^7  '^e 

f  '  °  tenants  or  oc- 

in  the  county  of  Warwick,  and  within  the  limits  of  a  cer-  cupiers  of  the 

houses  next  ad- 
joinmg ;  in  defiiult  whereof,  they  were  to  be  recovered  bj  distress.  Another  clause  empowered 
the  tenant  to  dedact  the  costs  so  paid  by  him  out  of  his  rent : — Held,  that  this  charge  was  within 
the  terms  of  a  covenant  in  a  lease  subsequently  made,  whereby  the  tenant  covenanted  to  pay  all 
taxes,  rates,  duties,  levies,  assessments,  and  payments  whatever,  which  were^  or  daring  the  term 
might  be  rated,  levied,  assessed,  or  imposed  on  the  premises. 
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Etrek.  qf  Pleas,  tain  act  of  Parliament  (stating  it)  far  paTing  and  flagging 

the  streets,  &c.  of  the  said  town;  that  the  comwiwicmcii 
appointed  under  the  said  act  of  Parliament  pared,  flagged, 
&c.  the  footways  adjoining  to  the  said  demised  premises^ 
and  required  the  defendant,  as  the  oooqiier  thefeo^  pur- 
suant to  the  said  act,  to  pi^  the  coats  and  chaif;e8  thereof; 
that  such  costs  and  charges  amounted  to  a  large  sun  of 
money,  exceeding  the  said  residue  of  the  said  som  ctf  iE50; 
that  the  defendant  paid  to  the  said  commissioners  the  ssid 
sum  of  money,  and,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  retained 
the  said  residue  of  the  said  sum  of  £50  out  of  the  said  sr- 
rears  of  rent  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

Replication,  that  the  plaintiff  demised  the  said  premises 
to  the  defendant  under  a  written  indenture  o£  demise,  for 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  at  the  rent  of  £100,  paysbk 
half-yearly,  free  and  clear  of  and  from  all  manner  of  par- 
liamentary, parochial,  and  other  taxes,  rates,  assessments, 
deductions,  or  abatements  whatsoever;  that  by  the  said 
indenture  the  defendant  coTcnanted  to  pay  the  said  rent 
without  any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever,  and  that 
he  the  defendant  should  and  would,  at  all  times  during  the 
said  term,  pay  and  dischai^e  all  taxes,  rates,  duties,  levies, 
assessments,  and  payments  whatsoever,  which  then  were 
or  during  the  said  term  might  be  rated,  levied,  assessed, 
or  imposed  upon,  or  payable  in  respect  of,  the  said  mes- 
suage and  premises  so  demised  to  him  as  aforesaid. 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

The  point  stated  for  argument  by  the  defendant  was, 
that  the  money  alleged  in  the  plea  to  have  been  paid  to 
the  commissioners  was  not  a  tax,  rate,  assessment,  deduc- 
tion, or  abatement,  within  the  meaning  of  the  indenture 
set  out  in  the  replication. 

Erie,  in  support  of  the  demmrrer. — ^The  question  in  this 
case  depends  on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  certain 
of  the  provisions  of  the  local  act  for  the  improvement  of  the 
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town  of  Leamington.  6  Geo.  4,  c.  cxxxiii.    The  33rd  section  ^ch.  of  Pleas, 

1844 
of  that  act  provides,  that  the  commissioners  appointed  under  ^ 

the  act  may  pave  and  flag  the  footways  within  the  town,  Payne 
and  that  the  costs  and  expenses  of  such  paving  and  flagging  BubrIdgb. 
shall  be  paid  and  be  payable  by  the  tenants  or  occupiers  of 
the  houses  next  adjoining  which  such  paving  and  flagging 
shall  be  made,  and  that,  in  default  of  such  payment,  the 
same  shall  and  may  be  levied  upon  such  tenant  or  occupier 
by  distress.  Then  the  35th  section  enacts,  that  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  for  such  tenant  or  occupier,  who  shall  have 
paid  to  the  commissioners  the  expenses  of  such  paving, 
flagging,  &;c.,  to  deduct  out  of  his  rent  the  charges  and 
expenses  which  he  shall  have  so  paid.  This  is  a  charge  for 
the  permanent  improvement  of  the  premises,  from  which 
the  landlord  is  to  derive  a  benefit,  and  is  therefore  payable 
by  him.  It  ought  not,  therefore,  to  be  included  within 
the  "  parliamentary,  parochial,  or  other  taxes,  rates,  assess- 
ments, deductions,  or  abatements,'^  from  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  lease,  the  landlord  is  to  be  exempt  during  the 
term.  It  is  a  debt  due  to  the  commissioners  from  the 
landlord,  for  which  the  act  of  Parliament  gives  them  a 
summary  remedy  by  taking  his  rent. 

Gale,  contrk,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  appears  to  me  to  be  a  very  clear 
case.  The  language  of  the  defendant's  covenant  leaves  no 
doubt :  it  is  that  the  tenant ''  shall  and  will  well  and  troly 
pay  and  discharge  all  taxes,  rates,  duties,  levies,  assessments, 
and  payments  whatsoever,  which  now  are,  or  during  the  said 
term  shall  or  may  be  rated,  levied,  assessed,  or  imposed 
upon,  or  payable  in  respect  of,  the  said  messuage  and  pre- 
mises.'' This  covenant  was  entered  into  since  the  passing 
of  the  local  act ;  although,  even  if  it  had  been  made  before, 
I  think  it  must  have  operated  in  the  same  manner.  It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  the  charge  in  question  is  an  assess- 


rrt  ir  J*«m 


T. 
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:t  Qt  ysimeuty  wliich^  sooording  to  the  terms  of  his 
ocB^tr«c^  is  to  be  bcHne  by  the  tenant.  Mr.  Erie  urges, 
ixa:  3T  the  act  of  Parliament  this  bnrthen  is  cast  upon  the 
o-wzxr  of  the  premises;  and  so  no  doubt  it  is;  but  the 
same  znar  be  said  of  severs*  rates,  the  payment  of  which, 
nerer^ekss,  by  the  ooTenants  of  a  lease,  may  be  thrown 
npoQ  the  tenant.  Our  judgment  must  therefore  be  for 
thepl 


Paek^,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words  of 
the  coTenant  must  be  construed  according  to  their  natural 
and  ordinary  sense,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  they  are  too 
strong  to  be  got  orer. 

Albcrsox,  B. —  I  entirely  agree.  If  the  parties  had 
been  desirous  of  imposing  this  particular  burthen  on  the 
tenant,  I  do  not  see  what  other  terms  they  could  have  used 
thau  those  which  are  contained  in  this  lease. 

BoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


April  11.  Mat  r.  Tarn  and  Eight  Others. 

The  Master  u  In  this  case,  which  was  an  action  for  a  malicious  prose- 

^l^^o^ot  cution  by  indictment,  the  plaintiff  not  having  dulypro* 

costs  of  brieft,  cecded  to  trial  after  giving  a  peremptory  undertaking,  the 

or  sbort-hand  i       i      i         i»      •     i 

writers'  notes  defendants  obtained  a  rule  absolute  for  judgment  as  m  case 

^^T  by*Sc^  of  a  nonsuit.     On  the  taxation  of  costs,  it  appeared  that 

OTUMd  tiitt  *^®®  brie&,  each  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  a  short-hand 

they  were  ne-  vrriter's  uotes  of  the  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  indictment, 

to  exercise  bis  had  been  delivered  to  the  counsel  for  some  of  the  defend- 

IHif^I^r  aats;  and  the  Master,  on  a  certificate  of  counsel  that  the 

taking  the  cer- 
tificate into 
oQOildBntion,  together  with  the  other  fiMti. 


'  d 
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latter  were  necessary^  considered  himself  bound  to  allow  Bxch^  ofPUatj 
the  costs  of  them^  and  included  them  accordingly  in  his 
allocatur.    A  summons  for  a  review  of  the  taxation  was 
heard  before  Alderson,  B.,  who  referred  the  matter  to 
the  Court:   and  a  rule   having  been   obtained  accord- 

Erie,  Whateley,  Byles,  Serjt.,  Gray,  and  fVilde  now  ap- 
peared to  shew  cause  for  l^e  defendants. 

Humfrey,  in  support  of  the  rule^  insisted  that  the  costs 
allowed  were  unreasonable^  and  referred  to  a  case  of  Stew- 
art V.  Steele  (a),  where  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held, 
that  the  Master  had  exercised  a  proper  discretion  in  allow- 
ing three  briefs  to  counsel,  and  one  copy  only  of  the  short- 
hand writer's  notes  of  a  former  trial. 

Parke,  B. — We  think  the  Master  was  in  error  in  con- 
sidering himself  to  be  bound  by  the  certificate  of  counsel, 
and  that  the  taxation  must  therefore  be  reviewed.  He 
ought  to  have  exercised  his  own  discretion  on  the  mat- 
ter. Cases  may  well  be  conceived,  in  which  the  evidence 
given  on  a  former  trial  would  be  so  important  that  each  of 
the  counsel  ought  to  be  supplied  with  a  copy  of  it :  on  the 
other  hand,  there  may  be  cases  in  which  one  copy,  for  the 
purpose  of  reference,  would  be  quite  sufficient  The  Mas- 
ter ought  to  exercise  his  discretion  upon  the  whole  case ;  it 
is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  rule  of  general  application  as 
to  charges  of  this  kind.  The  case  of  Stewart  v.  Steele  does 
not  profess  to  do  so. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  Master  may  properly  take  that  case 
into  his  consideration,  and  also  the  certificate  of  counsel : 
but  we  cannot  hold  that  he  is  bound  by  the  certificate ;  he 

(flf)  11  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.,  155. 
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Rich,  of  Pleas,  must  cxercise  his  discretion  upou  the  whole  matter.  There 

^    ^^^'  .  may,  possibly,  he  parts  of  the  short-hand  notes  which  may 

Mat  be  so  important  that  a  copy  for  each  counsel  may  be  pro- 

Tarn.  pcrly  allowed,  while  of  other  parts  one  would  be  suflSdent. 


RoLFEy  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


In  Trinity  Term,  the  Master  reported  to  the  Court,  that 
he  had  exercised  his  judgment  on  the  matter,  and  had  al- 
lowed the  three  copies :  and  the  Court,  holding  that  it  was 
a  question  for  his  discretion,  with  which,  when  it  had  been 
exercised,  they  would  not  interfere,  confirmed  the  report, 
and  directed  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  the  defendants' 
costs  of  the  rule. 


A/ay  4. 

There  ii  no 
general  rule, 
that  the  Mas- 
ter, on  taxation 
of  costs,  shall 
allow  the  costs 
of  two  briefs 
only,  except 
where  a  cer- 
tain number  of 
witnesses  were 
examined ;  it  is 
a  matter  for  his 
discretion  on 
all  the  circum- 
stances of  the 
case. 


Sharp  v.  Ashbt. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  in  which  the 
defendant  pleaded  several  special  pleas,  and  served  a  notice 
on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  certain  proceedings  in  Chancerjr. 
The  plaintiff,  in  consequence,  came  to  trial  prepared  with 
many  witnesses,  and  much  documentary  evidence,  and  de- 
livered briefs  to  three  counsel ;  but,  at  the  trial,  he  closed 
his  case  after  the  examination  of  two  witnesses,  and  obtained 
a  verdict.  On  the  taxation  of  costs,  the  Master  allowed  the 
plaintiff  the  costs  of  two  briefs  only,  considering  himself 
bound  by  a  supposed  general  rule  not  to  allow  costs  for 
more  than  two  counsel,  except  in  cases  where  ten  witnesses 
at  least  were  examined  on  the  trial. 


Erie  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  review  of  the  taxa- 
tion in  this  respect. 
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Humfrey  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that  the  role  on  Etpch.  qfPUag, 


which  the  Master  had  proceeded  was  one  well  established, 
and  constantly  acted  on,  being  founded  on  the  obvious  and 
reasonable  ground,  that  it  was  in  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses only  that  any  division  of  labour  could  take  place 
amongst  the  counsel ;  that  it  was  equally  the  duty  of  each 
of  the  counsel  employed  to  make  himself  acquainted  with 
the  evidence,  whatever  might  be  its  nature ;  and  therefore, 
the  setting  forth  even  of  a  considerable  mass  of  document- 
ary evidence  could  be  no  sufficient  reason  for  employing 
extra  counsel. 

Erie,  contr^,  insisted  that  the  number  of  the  witnesses 
could  be  no  proper  measure  of  the  labour  cast  upon  the 
counsel  in  the  cause,  and  that,  in  a  case  of  complication  and 
difficulty,  the  plaintiff  might  well  be  allowed,  on  taxation, 
the  costs  of  fees  to  three  counsel :  Morris  v.  Hunt  (a). 

Per  Curiam. — The  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  Master 
must  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  these  costs.  No  doubt 
the  number  of  witnesses  must  form  a  very  material  ingre- 
dient in  his  consideration,  and  indeed  the  principal  one ; 
because  it  certainly  is  in  the  examination  of  witnesses  that 
a  division  of  the  labour  amongst  counsel  is  most  likely 
to  occur ;  but  he  is  not  bound  by  any  such  general  rule  as 
has  been  supposed.  It  is  easy  to  suppose  a  very  trivial  case 
with  a  great  number  of  witnesses,  and  a  very  difficult  and 
heavy  one  with  but  a  few.  The  Master  will  reconsider  the 
matter,  and  take  all  the  circumstances  into  his  considera- 
tion. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  Chit  R.  544. 


1844. 
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Bjcck.ofPleoM, 
1^44. 

^^^  2.  EsDAiLE  and  Others  r.  Lund. 

In  a  mL  fk.  by    1  HIS  was  a  scire  facias,  commenced  by  the  plaintiflEs,  at 
^^^°^  ^  **  trustees  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  against  the 


com-     defendant,  one  of  the  shareholders  in  the  Yorkshire  Agri- 
pony,  the  plain-  '  ° 

tifls  having  ob-  cultund  and  Commercial  Banking  Company,  on  a  judg- 

tained  a  rule  ^  «         »  -      -«i   % 

for  a  special  mcnt  upou  a  warrant  of  attorney  given  to  the  plaintiffs  br 
S  i£i^^-  *h®  P^Wic  officer  of  the  latter  company,  for  the  sum  of 
dcrtaketosinke  £50,000.     The  vennc  was  laid  in  London.     The  plaintiffii 

oat  of  the  list  '  ^  "^ 

any  who  might  having  obtained  a  rule  for  a  special  jury,  the  defendant 
in  the  banking  applied  for  and  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs 
company.  ^  ^j^^^  cause  *'  why  they  should  not  furnish  to  the  de- 

fendant, or  his  agent,  a  list  of  the  names  and  residences  of 
the  shareholders  of  the  London  and  Westminster  Bank,  in 
order  that  such  shareholders  might  not  be  nominated  ss 
special  jurymen  to  try  this  cause;  or  why  the  rule  obtained 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  a  special  jury  should  not  be  discharged, 
and  that  in  the  meantime  proceedings  should  be  stayed." 
Against  this  rule 

Butt  now  shewed  cause,  and  objected  to  the  appUcation 
as  being  without  precedent;  and  produced  an  affidavit, 
stating  that  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  had  offered  to  under- 
take to  strike  off  all  names  of  shareholders  firom  the  hst  of 
the  jury  at  the  time  of  nomination.  He  was  now  willing 
that  the  rule  should  be  dischai^d  on  those  terms,  but 
contended  that  he  was  entitled,  under  the  drcomstances, 
to  the  costs  of  the  rule. 

Fttzfierbert,  contrk,  urged,  that,  although  the  appUcatioa 
was  of  the  first  impression,  it  was  one  which  was  quite 
nrasonable,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  the  security  of  a  role 
of  Court  to  compel  the  plaintiffs  to  accede  to  reasonable 
teriiifi.     lie  offered  to  consent  to  the  discharging  of  the 
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rule,   on  the  plaintiflFs  undertaking  that  the  defendant  Exch.ofPiHu, 
should  be  at  liberty^  at  the  trial,  to  challenge  any  special 
juror  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a  shareholder  in  the  Lon- 
don and  Westminster  Bank. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  confess  I  think  this  is  a  very  rea- 
sonable application:  it  may  be  true  that  it  is  a  novel  one, 
but  it  is  also  comparatively  new  to  have  a  power  giveo  by 
act  of  Parliament  to  a  public  company  to  sue  in  the  name 
of  its  trustees  or  public  officer.  There  is  no  ground  for 
calling  upon  the  defendant  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  applica- 
tion. The  better  course,  however,  will  be  that  the  rule 
should  be  discharged,  on  the  terms  of  the  plaintiffs  un- 
dertaking to  strike  out  of  the  list  of  the  jury  any  who  may 
be  shareholders  in  the  bank. 

Parke,  B. — It  will  be  more  favourable  for  the  defendant, 
instead  of  having  the  right  of  challenging  the  special  jurors, 
to  have  the  plaintiffs*  undertaking  to  strike  out  of  the  list 
of  forty-eight  any  who  may  be  shareholders,  with  an  agree- 
ment that  the  sheriff  shall  name  any  other  persons,  not 
being  shareholders,  to  make  up  the  number  of  forty- 
eight. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 


vol.  XII.  c  c  c  M.  w. 
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Exch.  qfPletu, 
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April  17.  Simpson  v.  Ready. 

In  debt  to  re-  1  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt,  to  recover  the  penalty  of 
under  the  Ma-  JE50  from  the  defendant,  for  having  acted  as  councillor  of 
poration  Act,  *^®  borough  of  Lichfield,  whilst  be  was  disqualified,  con- 
^^e^'^'d^'  trary  to  the  28th  section  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 
ciarationiUt^,  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76. 

at  the  time  of  The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas,  before  and  at  the 
the  dcfeSan^ '  *™®  ^^  ^^®  Committing  of  the  offence  thereinafter  men- 
claimed  to  be     tioned,  the  city  of  Lichfield  was  a  borough,  named  in  sche- 

coonciUorof  >  J  ~o   ' 

the  borough  of  dule  A.  in  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  the  defendant  then 
that,  before  and  claimed  to  be  a  councillor  of  the  borough,  and  to  use  and 
become*di«-***    cxercise  the  office  of  councillor  of  the  said  borough.    And 

aoaUfiedtohoid  whereas,  before  and  at  the  time,  &c.,  the  defendant  had 
ic  office  of  .  .  I.  Ml 

connciUor,  by  become  and  was  disqualified  to  hold  the  office  of  councillor 
and  hfterest  of  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  borough,  according  to  the  said  act,  to  wit,  bj 
and  ma  certoin  having  a  share  and  interest  of  and  in  a  certain  contract 

contract  with  ° 

the  council  of    with  the  council  of  the  said  borough,  to  wit,  an  '^indent- 

the  said  bo* 

rough,  to  wit,  ure  dated  the  20th  of  May,  1841,  made  between  the 
dated  Sr20th  ™^yor,  &c.  of  Lichfield  of  the  one  part,  and  one  John 
°h^*b'  ^h*^*  Robinson  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the  mayor  &c.,  de- 
mayor,  &c.,  mised  to  John  Robinson  a  certain  mill  for  seven  yean 
J.  R.  a  certain  from  the  25th  of  March,  1841,  at  the  rent  of  £\2h.  And 
^wra^fr^mThe  ^^^  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of 
25th  March,  \\^q  g^id  offeucc,  had  become  and  was  interested  in  the  said 

1841  ;  and  the 
defendant,  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  committing  the  said  offence,  had  become  and  was  interested  in  the  Hid 
lease;  yet  the  defendant,  not  regarding,  &c.,  after  he  had  become  so  disqoaliiied  as  aforesud, 
to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February,  1842,  acted  as  councillor  of  the  said  boroogh: — Heldf  oa 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  first,  that,  although  the  53rd  section  of  the  act  enacts  that  no  ac- 
tion shall  be  brought  except  by  a  burgess  of  the  borough,  it  was  not  necessary  to  state  in  tk 
declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  burgess  of  the  borough. 

Heldt  secondly,  that  it  sufficiently  appeared  from  the  declaration,  both  that  the  defeodaat 
acted  as  a  councillor,  and  that  the  corporation  were  interested  in  the  lease  at  the  time  of  the  of* 
fence. 

The  28th  section  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  disqualifies  from  holding  the  office  of  counciDor  asy 
one  who  "  by  himself  or  his  partners''  shall  have  any  share  or  interest  in  any  contract  or  oi- 
ployment  with,  by,  or  on  behalf  of  the  council.  A  lease  having  been  granted  by  the  mayor  &£•* 
of  the  borough  to  J.  R.,  who  was  a  trustee  for  the  defendant : — Held^  that  the  defendant  «■ 
liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  53rd  section  of  the  act,  on  any  one  acting  as  a  oonndllor 
After  he  has  become  disqualified. 
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lease^  and  in  the  premises  thereby  demised ;  yet  the  de-  Bxch.  ofpieaa, 

fendant^  not  regarding  the  said  statute,  nor  fearing  the         ^^^' 

penalty  therein  contained,  after  the  passing  of  the  said  act^ 

and  after  he  had  become  so  disqualified  as  aforesaid,  and 

within  three  calendar  months  before  the  commencement 

of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  February,  1842,  acted 

as  councillor  of  the  said  borough,  and  voted  as  such  coun* 

dllor  at  a  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  said  borough,  then 

duly  holden  according  to  the  said  act,  contrary  to  the  pro* 

vision  of  the  said  act,  whereby  he  became  liable  to  pay 

the  sum  of  £50,  &c. 

At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last  Assizes  for  the 
county  of  Stafford,  it  appeared  that  the  lease  in  ques- 
tion, which  was  granted  by  the  corporation  of  Lichfield 
to  Bobinson,  was  executed  by  him  but  not  by  the  defend- 
ant,  but  that  the  defendant  had  an  interest  in  it ;  and  it 
was  thereupon  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  case 
did  not  fall  within  the  28th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  which  disqualifies  firom  holding  the  office  of  coun- 
cillor any  one  who  by  himself  or  his  partners  shall  have  any 
share  or  interest  in  any  contract,  or  employment  with,  by, 
or  on  behalf  of  such  council.  The  learned  Judge,  however, 
told  the  jury  that  in  his  opinion  the  defendant  was  liable, 
if  Robinson  was  a  trustee  for  him.  The  jury  thereupon 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  £50,  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  imposed  by  the  53rd  section  of  the  act  upon  any 
party  who  acts  a9  a  councillor  after  he  shall  have  become 
disqualified. 

F,  V.  Lee  now  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  the  declaration  was  insufficient,  or  why  a  non- 
suit should  not  be  entered,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved.  The 
first  objection  is  to  the  declaration,  that  it  is  not  stated  in 
it  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  burgess  of  the  borough  of  Lichfield. 
The  53rd  section  of  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  76,  imposes  a  penalty 
of  dE50  upon  any  party  who  shall  act  as  councillor  after 

c  c  c  2 
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Mfdk.i/F:^m,  he  than  hare  beootne  disqualified^  to  be  recovered  by  any 
,        "''  ^     penon  who  will  me  for  the  same  within  three  months; 
6iMPKy       bnt  then  in  the  tame  section  follows  a  proviso^  "  that  no 
BsACT.       wch  action  shall  be  brong^ht  except  by  a  bnrgess  of  such 
borong^h,  ncv  unless  the  bnrgess  bringing  the  same  shall, 
within  fonrteen  days  after  the  commission  of  the  offence, 
hare  serred  a  notice  in  writing  personally  upon  the  partj 
committing  snch  offence,  of  his  intention  to  bring  snch  ac- 
tion/'   The  law  as  to  exceptions  and  provisoes  is  quoted  by 
Parke,  B.,  in  TTMauIi  y.  Gibson  (a),  firom  Mr.  Serjeant  Wil- 
liams's note  to  Sanders^s  case  {b) :  that, "  whenever  a  statute 
inflicts  a  penalty  for  an  offence  created  by  it,  but  there  is 
an  exception  in  the  enacting  clause  of  persons  under  parti- 
cular circumstances,  it  is  necessary  to  state  in  the  informa- 
tion, that  the  defendant  is  not  within  any  of  the  excep- 
tions/'    '^  But  where  the  exemption  is  contained  in  a  pro- 
viso in  a  subsequent  section  or  act  of  Parliament,  it  is 
matter  of  defence ;  and  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  to  state 
in  such  conviction  that  the  defendant  is  not  within  sndi 
proviso/'    Now  here  the  proviso  must  be  considered  as 
forming  part  and  parcel  of  the  enacting  clause,  and  the 
whole  must  be  read  as  if  it  were  stated  expressly  that  the 
penalty  should  be  recoverable  by  any  burgess  that  would 
sue  for  the  same.     The  plaintiff  ought,  therefore^  to  hare 
averred  that  he  was  a  burgess,  in  order  to  entitle  himself 
to  maintain  the  action.     [Rolfe,  B. — K  that  constructian 
be  correct,  and  such  an  averment  be  necessary,  it  will  fol- 
low that  the  plaintiff  ought  also  to  state  in  his  dedaration 
that  he  has  given  the  fourteen  days'  notice  required  by  the 
proviso.]     Secondly,  the  declaration  only  states  that  the 
defendant  claimed  to  be  councillor,  whereas  it  ought  dis- 
tinctly to  have  alleged  that  he  acted  as  such^  inasmuch  ss 
the  penalty  is  imposed  only  on  such  as  act  as  councillors. 
Thirdly,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  ddendant  was  interested 

(a)  12  M.  &  W.  96.  (6)  I  Svmd.  262  h,  n  I. 
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by  himsejfor  his  partners  in  the  lease  in  question^  within  Exch,ofPiea$, 
the  meaning  of  the  28th  section^  as  he  did  not  himself  * 

execute  the  lease.  [Parke^  B. — I  was  of  opinion  at  the 
trials  and  I  still  think^  that  the  defendant  is  liable^  if  Robin- 
son executed  the  lease  as  his  trustee.]  The  fourth  objection 
is^  that  it  ought  to  have  been  alleged  that  the  defendant  had^ 
at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  offencCj  an  interest  in 
the  lease.  But  it  is  consistent  with  this  declaration^  that^  on 
the  20th  of  Maj^  1840^  the  corporation  had  an  interest  in 
the  lease^  but  that  in  February  1842,  when  the  offence  is 
alleged  to  have  been  committed,  they  had  parted  with  their 
interest,  or  it  had  determined,  and  if  so,  no  offence  could  be 
committed.  lAlclerson,  B. — The  declaration  states  a  con- 
tract, which  must  be  presumed  to  continue  until  the  con- 
trary is  shewn.  Parke,  B. — The  averment  in  the  declara- 
tion, that  the  defendant  was  disqualified  by  having  a  share 
in  the  contract  with  the  council,  would  not  be  true  if  the 
interest  of  the  corporation  had  determined.  It  is,  there- 
fore, sufficiently  averred  that  the  interest  continued  in  the 
corporation  at  the  time  the  offence  was  committed.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — We  think  that  none  of  these  objections 
furnishes  any  ground  for  a  rule.  First,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  state  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  burgess  of 
the  borough  of  Lichfield — that  is  a  mere  matter  of  evidence. 
Secondly,  I  think  it  appears  sufficiently  from  the  declara- 
tion that  the  defendant  did  act  as  councillor  of  the  borough. 
And  I  think,  also,  that,  if  Robinson  was  a  trustee  for  the  de- 
fendant, it  is  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  entered  into 
the  lease  in  his  own  name.  I  also  think  it  sufficiently  ap- 
pears that  the  corporation  of  Lichfield  were  interested  in 
the  lease  at  the  time  the  offence  was  committed. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  With  respect  to 
the  first  point,  the  latter  part  of  the  53rd  section  comes  by 
way  of  proviso,  though,  in  truth,  it  amounts  to  an  excep- 
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&im  iriirtzter  it  oecan  in  m  subsequent  part  of  the 

in  m  mbseqnent  put  of  the  same  section  containing 

it  must  come  as  an  answer,  and  as  part  of  the 

In  the  onginal  rolls  of  Parliament  there  are  no 

dxT2BOQs  imo  aectkms.    Kthe  plaintiff  were  not  a  bnrgets, 

manprtmt  to  the  defendant  to  have  proved  it. 


AiMVMJBOX,  B. — ^There  is  a  manifest  distinction  between 
a  proriso  and  an  exception.  If  an  exception  occurs  in  the 
description  ot  the  offence  in  the  statute,  the  exception  mnrt 
be  neganved,  or  the  party  will  not  be  brought  within  the  de- 
scription. But,  if  the  exception  comes  by  way  of  profiso^ 
and  does  not  alter  the  offence,  but  merely  states  what  per- 
sons are  to  take  adrantage  of  it,  then  the  defence  must  be 
specially  jdeaded,  €fr  may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue,  according  to  circumstances. 

Bolts,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Jpril  17.  Phillips  and  Another  v.  Morrison  and  Another. 

A  p«per.  rigned  ASSUMPSIT  to  recover  the  sum  of  JB75,  for  coals  sold 
antll'tulS?***  »^d  delivered  to  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiffs  and  one 
that  the  pUin-    J),  Phillips,  sincc  deceased. 

tiffs  agreed  *^  ' 

to  sell  to  the  Plea,  nou  assumpsit. 

aU  the* wo  At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the 

hST'^f  coiS  ^^  county  of  Monmouth,  the  plaintiffs  tendered  in  evidence  a 

(describing  paper  signed  by  the  defendants,  which  stated  that  D.  Phillips 

them  by  their      ^   ^         ^ 

name  and  loca-   and  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  sell  to  the  defendants  all  the 

lity),  containing 
by  admeaaare- 

ment  sixteen  acres,  at  the  price  or  sum  of  £77  per  acre,  to  be  paid  for  as  follows :  the  snm  of 
j^lOO  on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  and  the  remainder  by  equal  quarteriy  payments  of  £^ 
each :  and  it  was  stipukted,  that,  if  the  defendants  shoold  work  more  coal  than  in  any  yesr 
ihonld exceed  j^lOO,  at  the  rate  of  £11  per  acre,  they  shoold  pay  for  such  excess:— J7«tf,  tiMt 
the  inatmment  did  not  require  an  ad  valorem  stamp,  as  upon  a  conocyotice,  under  55  Geo.  3r  & 
184y  snd  thftt  a  stamp  of  35«.  was  sufficient. 
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two  upper  veins   or   beds  of  coal^  commonly  called  and  Sj^ch,  qfPUMy 

IQAA 

known  by  the  name  of  Monythusloyne  Veins,  lying  and  ^      ^ 

being  in  and  underneath  certain  lands  called  Kevan  y  Phillips 
Coch,  containing  by  admeasurement  sixteen  acres,  be  the  Morrison. 
same  more  or  less,  at  the  price  or  sum  of  £77  per  acre,  to 
be  paid  for  in  manner  following;  that  is  to  say,  the  sum 
of  iElOO  on  the  day  of  the  date  hereof,  and  the  remainder 
to  be  paid  by  equal  quarterly  payments  of  £25  each, 
namely,  on  &c.  It  was  also  stipulated  by  the  agreement, 
that,  if  the  defendants  should  work  more  of  the  coal  than 
in  any  year  should  exceed  £100,  after  the  rate  of  £77  per 
acre,  in  such  case  the  defendants  should  pay  for  such  ex- 
cess, on  the  days  of  the  quarterly  payments,  after  the  rate 
aforesaid,  which  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  price 
to  be  paid  for  the  said  coal.  It  was  objected  for  the  de- 
fendants, that  this  memorandum,  which  bore  a  stamp  of 
3&S.  only,  was  inadmissible  for  want  of  an  ad  valorem  stamp 
of  £12,  under  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  schedule^  part  1, 
"  Conveyance,^'  on  the  ground  that  it  amounted  to  a  con- 
veyance upon  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land.  The  learned 
Judge  received  the  instrument  in  evidence,  reserving  the 
point  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court,  and  the  jury 
thereupon  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  £75 ; 
the  learned  Judge  having  reserved  leave  to  the  defendants 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them. 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  now  moved  accordingly. — This  is  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  certain  acres  of  coal  by  instal- 
ments, at  a  specified  ;rate  or  price,  and,  although  the  instru- 
ment is  in  terms  an  agreement  merely,  yet,  as  no  further 
instrument  appears  to  have  been  contemplated,  the  transac- 
tion amounted  to  a  sale  of  the  coals,  and  an  ad  valorem  stamp 
was  necessary.  The  words  of  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  4, 
c.  184,  Schedule,  tit.  "Conveyance,*'  are  as  follows :  "Con- 
veyance, whether  grant,  disposition,  lease,  &c.,  or  of  any 
other  kind  or  description  whatsoever,  upon  the  sale  of  any 
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Krei.  ^PUmtf  lands  &c.,  OF  Other  property^  real  or  personal,  or  of  any 

right,  title,  interest,  or  claim  in,  to,  oat  of,  or  npon  any 
lands  &c. ;  Tix.  for  and  in  respect  of  the/irtiic^Mt/  or  onbf 
deedy  huirmmcmi,  or  wriiimg,  whereby  the  lands  or  other 
things  sold  shall  be  granted'&c,  or  otherwise  conTCjed  to 
or  rested  in  the  purchaser/'  &c.  Now,  here,  this  is  the  only 
instrument  or  writing  by  which  these  coals  are  vested  in 
the  defendants.— He  cited  WUmai  t.  WWdmBom  (a),  and 
Sex  T.  The  ImkaUiamU  of  I&dgweU  {b). 


Pakkb,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  in 
question  does  not  come  within  the  clause  in  the  Stsmp 
Act  that  has  been  referred  to,  inasmuch  as  it  passed  no 
interest  in  the  coak.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  coals  sie 
either  granted,  leased,  assigned,  or  transferred,  or  other- 
wise conveyed  to  or  vested  in  the  purchaser,  by  this  instru- 
ment. No  part  of  the  freehold  could  pass  without  a  r^uhur 
convevance  under  seaL 

Alderson,  B. — ^It  must  be  a  conveyance  whereby  the 
thing  sold  is  vested  in  the  purchaser — those  are  the  wordi 
used  in  the  act.  It  is  impossible  to  say  here  that  the 
coals  were  vested  in  the  defendants  as  purchasers. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Rolfb,  B.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  6  B.  &  Cr.  506. 


(b)  6B.  &Cr.666. 
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Bsch.  o/Pleait 
1844. 

Charles  v.  Branker  and  Others.  ^    Y  is. 

Assumpsit. — ^The  declaration  contained  a  special  count  A  dedaration 

for  breach  of  contract^  in  refusing  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  contained  a 

complete  certain  works,  according  to  the  terms  of  an  agree-  J^^- 

ment  with  the  defendants,  who  were  alleged  to  be  partners  contract, 

charging  the 

in  an  iron  company.     There  were  also  indebitatus  counts  defendants  as 

A  111.  ji^*i  '-ij  partners,  and 

for  work,  labour,  and  materials,  money  paid,  and  money  ^  gereral 

due  on  an  account  stated.  indebitatus 

counts.   To  the 

To  the  first  count  the  defendants  pleaded  non  assumpse-  first  count  the 

defendants 

runt,  and  also  several  special  pleas.     To  the  indebitatus  pleaded  non 

counts,  they  pleaded  (with  other  pleas)  non  assumpserunt  J^Sic^ndcbir 

except  as  to  J65,  parcel  &c.,  and  as  to  the  said  sum  of  j65,  ^^^  counts 

*  "^  non  assumpsit, 

payment  of  that  amount  into  Court,  and  no  damages  ultra,  except  as  toi?5. 

At  the  trial  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  and  as  to  that 

county  of  Glamorgan,  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  prove  that  into'(Surt  ^Md 

he  had  made  the  contract  in  question  with  the  defendants,  "?  damages 

^  ,  ultra:— /TeW, 

who  carried  on  business  in  co-partnership  under  the  style  that  the  pay. 

and  firm  of  the  Ysterly  Fora  Iron  Company;  but,  although  Sto  Court°°^ 

he  proved  the  giving  of  the  order  for  the  work,  he  failed  to  S^^|![^t^  "*' 

prove  the  partnership,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  de-  counts  was  no 

,  ,  admission  of 

fendants  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  the  partnership 

issues,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  fir?wunt.  * 
a  verdict  on  the  first  issue. 


Chilton  now  moved  accordingly. — ^The  payment  of  money 
into  Court  by  the  defendants  jointly  admitted  that  a  part- 
nership existed  between  them,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration. 
In  Ravenscroft  v.  TFise  (a),  it  was  held,  that,  in  an  action  of 
indebitatus  assumpsit  against  several  on  an  alleged  joint 
contract,  the  four  defendants,  having  paid  money  into  Court 
jointly,  were  precluded  firom  setting  up  that  one  of  them 
was  not  a  party  to  the  contract.    [Alderson,  B. — The  judg- 

(a)  1  C,  M.  &  R.  203. 
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Bxek,  ofPUmy  ment  in  that  case  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  it  ap- 

1A44  •  • 

peared  that  there  was,  in  point  of  fact,  only  one  contract; 
and  that  the  payment  of  money  into  Court,  therefore,  ad- 
mitted the  defendants  to  be  parties  to  that  contract 
That,  however,  was  not  a  correct  application  of  a  tme 
principle.  After  Kingham  t.  Bobku  {a),  the  case  of  Raveu* 
croft  T.  ffise  must  be  considered  as  yirtually  orermled.] 
The  plaintiff  charges  these  defendants  as  persons  trading 
together  under  the  firm  of  the  Ysterly  Fora  Iron  Company, 
and  has  nothing  to  do  with  them  in  any  other  capacity ;  and 
they  pay  the  sum  of  j65  into  Court  in  answer  to  this  action 
so  brought  against  them  jointly.  This  is  stronger  than  tlie 
case  o{  Ravenscroft  v.  fVige.  [Rolfe,  B. — It  does  not  sp- 
pear  on  this  record  that  there  was  but  one  contract.]  Bj 
payment  of  money  into  Court,  the  defendants  admit  some 
contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  them,  under  which  thej 
are  jointly  liable ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  can  shew  by  evidence 
that  there  was  in  fact  only  one  contract,  they  are  jointly 
liable  upon  it.  [Parke,  B. — How  do  you  make  that  out 
by  evidence?  You  do  not  shew  that  the  money  was  paid 
into  Court  on  the  contract  you  proved.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  payment  of  money  into  Court  under  the  indebitatm 
counts  is  an  admission  of  a  partnership  existing  betwees 
the  defendants,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration.  The  case  of 
Raventcroft  v.  Wue  certainly  established,  for  a  time,  that 
it  was  an  admission  of  the  contract  as  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration. Before  that  case  the  law  was  different,  and  I 
certainly  always  considered  it  a  matter  upon  which  thoe 
could  be  no  doubt.  The  subject  was  fully  discussed  in  JQsf- 
kam  V.  Robins,  where  it  was  said  that  Ravenscrt^  t.  Wm 
must  be  considered  as  overruled ;  and  the  point  is  now  quite 
settled  by  Siapleton  v.  NowelL 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  94. 
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AldersoNi  B. — This  question  has  been  completely  set-  Bxch.  ofpietu^ 

1  QAA 

tied  by  Kingham  v.  Robins  and  Stapleton  v.  NoweU,  ^  '   ^ 

Charles 

PabkEi  B.^  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred.  Brankkk. 

Bule  refused. 


Learotd  V,  Robinson.  April  19. 

X  BOVER  for  goods.    Pleas^  not  guilty,  and  not  posses-  The  plaintiff,  a 

-  .  .  ^,  manufactarer, 

aed,  and  issues  thereon.  having  con- 

At  the  trial,  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  jjf^^  ^^ho 
assizes,  the  following  facts  were  proved: — The  plaintiff  had  acted  m  his 
was  a  manufacturer,  and  had  consigned  goods  to  one  liable  together 
Clark,  who  had  acted  as  agent  for  him  and  also  for  the  de-  fendant  on  a 
fendant.    Clark,  being  Uable  together  with  the  defend-  ^^^fb^ 

ant  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  which  became  due  on  the  6th  <^™c  ^^^*  ob- 
tained Arom  the 

of  November,  obtained  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  defendant 

£300  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up  the  bill,  and  at  the  porpoae  of  tak- 

same  time  deposited  with  him  the  plaintiff's  goods.    For  '^^"^^^  ^^; 

the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  transaction  was  time  deposited 

_  _       _      ^  o    r»  -XT'  t\r\       "I      1  •  1  with  the  de- 

protected  by  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  39,  s.  1,  which  enacts,  fendant  the 

"  that  any  agent  who  shall  thereafter  be  intrusted  with  L^.— The 
the  possession  of  goods,  or  of  the  documents  of  title  to  plaintiff  having 

'^  o  '  brought  trover 

goods,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  owner  of  such  to  recover  back 

the  flTOoda  the 

goods  and  documents,  so  far  as  to  give  validity  to  any  judge  told  the 
contract  or  agreement  by  way  of  pledge,  lien,  or  security  {S^'t^houg^t 
bon&  fide  made  by  any  person  with  such  agent  so  intrusted  **»«  transaction 

.    .  1       /.       ^'^  ®nly  a  cir- 

as  aforesaid,  as  well  for  any  original  loan  &c.,  as  also  for  cnitooa  mode  of 
any  further  or  continuing  advance  in  respect  thereof.^'  It  Jn^ich  Ihe  ' 
was  urced,  that  this  was  a  loan  to  Clark,  who  had  been  J*^**^'  ^" 

^     '  '  liable.  It  was 

intrusted  with  the  plaintiff's  goods,  and  had  bond  fide  not  within  the 

Factor's  Act, 
5  &  6  Vict.  c. 

39,  8.  1 : — HM^  that  the  direction  was  right,  and  that  the  transaction  was  not  protected  by  the 

ftatate. 
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Bxek.qf Pleas f  pledged  them  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.    For  the 

^     ^'  .     plaintiflf  it  was  insisted,  that  the  whole  was  a  contriTanoe 

LsAROTD     between  the  defendant  and  Clark,  to  enable  the  defendant 

Robinson,     to  get  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  goods.     The  learned 

Judge  told  the  jury,  that,  if  the  transaction  was  only  t 

circuitous  mode  of  paying  the  biU,  on  which  the  defendant 

was  liable,  it  was  not  within  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  the 

plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.     The  jury  having  found 

a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 

Knowles  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection,  and  contended  that  the  transaction  came 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  and  was  a  pledge  for  an 
antecedent  debt  due  from  Clark  to  the  defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^I  think  the  learned  Judge  was  sub- 
stantially right  in  his  direction  to  the  jury.  It  is  dear 
that  the  money  never  would  have  been  advanced  to  Gark 
but  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up  the  bill ;  and  that  was 
what  was  meant  by  the  learned  judge.  The  case  would 
have  been  different  if  Clark  had  borrowed  the  money,  and 
deposited  the  goods  as  a  security. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  transaction  was  not  that  of  a  loan  at 
all,  and  the  owner  of  the  goods  never  had  the  least  chance 
of  getting  the  money.  The  understanding  was,  that  Clark 
was  to  apply  the  money  to  take  up  the  bill. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Rolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Bjeeh.ofPlea9, 
1844. 

Ward  and  Others  v.  Clarke.  .    .,  „^ 

April  20. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  pas-  In  an  action  by 
tare  land,  with  a  count  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  non  Lid^overeeera  * 
assumpsit.  '^''  ^^^^  ^^^ 

^  occupation  of 

At  the  trial,  before  Paiieson,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  land  hdd  by 
Suffolk,  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence. — ^The  nature  of  a 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  ^^^^^^q^JJ^' 
Haugley  were,  for  the  time  being,  in  their  capacity  of  a  3,  c.i2,  s.  17, 
quasi  corporation,  entitled  to  a  close  called  the  Town  Mea-  moat  describe 
dow.    A  dispute  having  arisen  with  the  defendant  respect-  ^'uSJe,^ 
ing  the  use  of  a  road  to  it  over  an  adjoining  close  of  his,  called  *^^  oveneerg. 
the  Shoulder  of  Mutton,  an  agreement,  dated  the  18th  of 
July,  1842,  between  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  for 
the  time  being  and  the  defendant,   was  drawn   up   and 
signed  by  both  parties,  as  follows : — "It  is  agreed  that  Mr. 
Caudle  Clarke  shall  take  the  Town  Meadow  in  fee,  giving 
in  exchange  for  it,  in  fee,  so  much  of  his  freehold  field, 
called  the  Shoulder  of  Mutton,  as  is  equal  in  value  to  the 
meadow,  such  value  to  be  ascertained  by  reference  in  the 
usual  way.     Mr.  Clarke  to  be  let  into  possession  of  the 
meadow  forthwith,  and  to  pay  £25  as  rent  for  the  same  to 
Michaelmas  next ;  the  exchange  to  be  effected  by  and  at  the 
costs  of  Mr.  Clarke,  who  is  to  receive  £10  towards  such 
costs.''    The  defendant  entered  into  immediate  possession 
of  the  Town   Meadow;    but  afterwards  some  difference 
arose  respecting  the  intended  exchange,  and  the  agreement 
went  off.     The  defendant  occupied  the  meadow  until  after 
Christmas  1843,  since  which  time  it  had  been  unoccupied, 
though  the  defendant  had  not  given  any  notice  to  quit. 
The  present  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  were 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  appointed  to  the  office 
at  Lady-day,  1843,  to  recover  rent  for  the  Town  Meadow 
from  the  date  of  the  agreement  (I8th  of  July,  1842),  to 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  on  the  25th  of  Novem- 
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£xrA.  ofPUm,  bcT  1S13;  but  not  describing  themaelTes  as  chnrchwardeni 
^^'^'  and  OTerseers.  It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  thit 
the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought  in  the  names  of 
the  chorchwardena  and  orerseers  of  the  previous  yetTj 
during  which  the  agreement  was  made,  unless  their  ri^t 
of  action  was  transferred  to  their  successors  by  virtue  of 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12^  s.  17,  in  which  case  the  present  plsin- 
tiffs  ought  to  have  described  themselves  in  the  declsn- 
tion  as  the  churchwardens  and  overseers.  The  learned 
judge  was  of  that  opinion,  and  nonsuited  the  plaiutiflk^ 
reserving  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if 
the  Court  should  think  otherwise.  Another  objectieB 
taken  was,  that  no  occupation  was  shewn  after  Lady-day, 
1843,  when  the  present  plaintiffs  came  into  oflBce;  and, 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel^  the  learned  Judge 
left  that  question  to  the  juiy,  telling  them  that  it  vai 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  shew  a  continiuuice  of  pos- 
session by  the  defendant  since  they  came  into'  oflSc^  and 
that  there  was  no  tenancy,  the  defendant  having  taken 
possession  of  the  land  under  an  agreement  for  an  a- 
change  merely.  On  this  point  the  jury  found  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Byle$,  Serjt.,  now  moved,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reaenred, 
to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the  phdn- 
tiffs ;  or  for  a  new  trials  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
judge  misdirected  the  jury^  and  that,  instead  of  telling 
them  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  shew  a  con- 
tinuance of  possession,  he  ought  to  have  told  them  thit 
it  was  for  the  defendant  to  shew  a  legal  cesser  <A  bii 
occupation,  and  a  resumption  of  their  possession  by  tbe 
plaintiffs.  As  to  the  first  point,  the  17th  section  of  the 
stat.  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  does  not  render  it  imperative  upon 
churchwardens  and  overseers  to  describe  themselves  u 
such ;  it  only  says  that  it  shall  be  suflBcient  for  them  to 
do  so.    That  section  enacts,  *^  That  the  chnrchwardeni 
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and  overseen  of  the  poor  of  any  parish,  and  their  succes-  ^Bxeh.  ofPU<u^ 
sors,  shall  and  may  and  are  hereby  empowered  to  accept, 
take,  and  hold,  in  the  nature  of  a  body  corporate,  for  and 
on  behalf  of  the  parish,  all  buildings,  lands,  and  heredita- 
ments belonging  to  such  parish ;  and  in  all  actions,  suits, 
indictments,  and  other  proceedings  for  or  in  relation  to 
any  such  buildings,  land,  or  hereditaments  belonging  to 
such  parish,  or  the  rent  thereof,  and  in  all  actions  and 
proceedings  upon  or  in  relation  to  any  bond  to  be  given 
for  the  faithful  execution  of  the  office  of  an  assistant  over- 
seer, it  shall  be  sufficient  to  name  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  describing  them 
as  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  for  which  they  shall  act,  and  naming  such  parish/' 
The  effect  of  that  act  was  to  permit  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  for  the  time  being  to  take  and  hold  lands  for 
the  parish,  in  the  nature  of  a  body  corporate,  during  their 
continuance  in  office,  and  then,  on  the  expiration  of  their 
office,  the  land,  and  any  right  of  action  for  the  rent,  passes 
out  of  the  preceding  overseers,  and  vests  in  their  succes- 
sors.    It  cannot  be  necessary  to  describe  them  as  such,  in 
any  action  to  be  brought  by  them  to  recover  the  rent  of 
the  premises  so  vested  in  them.     It  is  not  like  the  case  of 
executors  or  assignees.     There  are  no  precedents  to  be 
found  in  the  books  of  a  declaration  by  churchwardens  and 
overseers  in  their  corporate  capacity.     {Parke,  B. — There 
are  plenty  of  precedents  in  cases  of  actions  on  bonds,  to 
which  the  same  section  applies.]     No  doubt  they  may  so 
describe  themselves ;  but  the  question  is  whether  it  is  ne- 
cessary that  they  should  do  so ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it 
is  not.    The  land  being  vested  in  them,  the  law  will  infer 
a  contract  with  them  individually.     \_Alderson,  B. — The 
right  of  churchwardens  to  sue  arises  solely  from  the  act  of 
Parliament;  then  surely  they  must  comply  with  what  it 
requires.    When  the  act  says  it  shall  be  sufficient  for 
them  to  describe  themselves  as  churchwardens,  it  means 
that,  if  they  do  not  do  so,  it  shall  not  be  sufficient.] — ^The 
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BjFck,  qfPieoif  learned  Serjeant  then  proceeded  to  ai^e  on  the  second 

ground ;  bnt^  as  the  Ck)nrt  expressed  no  opinion  npon  it, 
the  argument  is  omitted. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  to  be  clear  that  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  who  are  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action,  had  no  right  to  sue  the  defendant,  except  in  yirtne 
of  their  parliamentary  title ;  and  then  it  follows  that  they 
must  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  act,  which  operates  to 
give  them  a  right  they  could  not  otherwise  possess.  'Saw, 
the  act  says,  that  "  in  all  actions  &c.,  it  shall  be  sufficient 
to  name  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  fat 
the  time  being,  describing  them  as  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  for  which  they  shall 
act,  and  naming  such  parish/'  It  is  said  that  the  liv 
will  infer  a  contract  with  the  plaintiffs  individually ;  bnt, 
if  anything  is  to  be  inferred  on  the  subject^  it  ought  to  be 
a  contract  with  them  in  their  character  of  churchwardens 
and  overseers  only,  otherwise  it  would  follow  that  thej 
might  sue  on  the  contract  after  their  term  of  office  had 
expired.  I  think,  therefore,  my  Brother  Patteson  was  rigbt 
in  nonsuiting  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
rule. 

Parke,  B. — I  agree  in  the  view  taken  of  this  case  by 
my  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my  Brother  Patteson.  Tbe 
contract  which  the  law  implies  is,  that  the  defendant  is 
indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  solely  in  their  quasi  corporate 
character,  as  churchwardens  and  overseers.  The  statute 
cannot  be  construed  to  mean  that  they  shall  declare  upon 
a  right  which  has  accrued  to  them  in  their  character  of 
churchwardens,  as  though  it  were  a  mere  personal  right. 
The  plaintiffs  ought,  therefore,  to  have  described  themselves 
as  churchwardens  and  overseers. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  right  of  the  plaintiffis  to  sue  at  aD 
arises  exclusively  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  whereby 
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this  property  devolves   upon  them  in   their  capacity  of  Exeh.ofPie<a, 
churchwardens  and  overseers.     If  they  sue  in  their  per- 
sonal  capacity,  they  have  no  need  of  the  act ;  but  if  they 
claim  under  it,  they  must  comply  with  its  provisions. 

OuBNBT,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Alsaoer,  Assignee  of  Evans  and  Others,  Bankrupts,  t^.      April  22. 

CuRRiE  and  Others. 

Assumpsit  for  money  lent,  money  had  and  received.  The  defendants, 

a_       .  Ill  /.ii-  111         bankers  in  Lon- 

&c.,  to  recover  the  balance  of  a  banking  account  alleged  to  don,  had  acted 
be  due  from  the  defendants  to  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  h^nVmlrE^'' 
of  their  bankruptcy.  *  ^,®-  ?P  *°  *^® 

^    ^  24thofOcto- 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  ber,  1842,  when 
Sittings  after  Trinity  Term  last,  a  verdict  was  found  for  came  bankrupt; 
the  plaintiff,  damages  179/.  19*.  llrf.,  subject  to  the  opin-  J^  uStTa^the' 
ion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  special  case  : —  defendants  had 

discounted  for 
them  bills  to  a 

The  plaintiff  is  the  assignee  of  the  estate  of  Evans  and  anlon^haT  ' 
others,  who  became  bankrupts  on  the  24th  of  October,  ^J^lll^^' 
1842;  the  defendants,  who  were  bankers  in  the  city  of  their  hands  a 

balance  of 

London,  before  the  23rd  of  July,  1842,  and  from  thence  179/.  I9*.iirf.; 

until  the  24th  of  October,  1842,  acted  as,  and  were,  the  ^i^wkrapts. 

bankers  of  the  said  bankrupts.    On  the  23rd  of  July,  1842,  T^^^^  ^*^^ 

the  bankrupts  applied  to  the  defendants  to  discount  for  bankrupts  in 

them  nine  bills  of  exchange,  amounting  together  to  the  of  them  were 

sum  of  £3833.     The  defendants  on  that  day  discounted  P^^^^^  J^J^^- 

the  bills,  placing  the  amount  thereof  to  the  credit,  and  thebankmptcy; 

*  ^  ^  'the  others,  far 

exceeding  in 
■mount  the  sum  of  179/.  19«.  Wd..,  did  not  become  doe  until  the  16th  of  November  and  other 
later  periods.  An  action  for  money  lent,  &c.  was  commenced  on  the  2nd  of  November,  1842, 
by  the  bankrupts'  assignee  ;  and  on  the  8tb  of  the  same  month  the  defendants  proved  against 
the  bankrupts  estate  &e  whole  of  the  bills,  except  the  two  which  had  been  paid,  deducting  the 
balance  of  179/.  19«.  Wd. : — Held,  that  the  defendants,  as  indorsees  of  the  bills,  were  entitled 
to  set  them  off  in  ^e  action. 

VOL.  XII.  D  D  D  M.  W. 
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Bxck.  qfPietu,  the  amount  of  the  discount  to  the  debit,  of  the  defendants. 

The  bills  were  all  indorsed  by  the  bankmpts  in  blank. 
On  the  14th  of  October  the  defendants,  at  the  request  of 
the  bankrupts,  discounted  for  them  three  other  bills  of  ex- 
change, amounting  together  to  the  sum  of  j£2958.  The 
bankrupts  continued  to  pay  into  and  draw  monies  from 
their  account  until  the  20th  of  October,  1842,  when  they 
stopped  payment;  and  at  that  period  there  appeared  a 
balance  of  179/.  198.  lid,  in  their  favour  in  the  defend- 
ants' books.  The  plaintiff  was  appointed  official  assignee 
of  the  bankrupts  on  the  25th  of  October,  1842.  Two  of 
the  bills  in  question,  one  for  502/.  5#.,  and  the  other  for 
945/.  ISs.,  which  became  due  on  the  14th  and  18th  of 
October,  were  paid  by  the  acceptors  at  maturity;  the 
other  bills  became  due  on  the  16th  of  November,  1842, 
and  at  various  periods  in  that  and  the  following  year.  The 
writ  was  sued  out  on  the  2nd  of  November,  1842,  and  on 
the  8th  of  the  same  month  the  defendants,  as  indorsees 
and  holders  of  the  several  bills,  except  the  two  which  had 
been  paid,  proved  the  whole  of  those  bills,  except  as  afore- 
said, (deducting  from  the  amount  thereof  a  sum  equal  in 
amount  to  the  sum  claimed  in  this  action),  against  the 
bankrupts'  estate. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  above  stated,  there  was  any  de- 
fence to  the  action  at  the  time  of  the  commencement 
thereof.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that,  under  the 
circumstances  above  stated,  the  defendants  had  no  defence 
to  the  action,  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  sum  of  179/.  19s,  l\d,;  but  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  a  contrary  opinion,  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants.  The  Court  was  to  have  power  to  draw  the 
same  conclusions  of  fact,  and  the  same  inferences  there- 
from, as  a  jury  might  do. 

Peacock,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  question  which  arises 
here  is,  whether  this  is  a  case  of  mutual  credit  within  the 
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meaning  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  50,  which  enacts,  that, "  where  Bsfeh.i^PUat, 

IQAA 

there  has  been  mutual  credit  given  by  the  bankrupt  and 
any  other  person,  or  where  there  are  mutual  debts  between 
the  bankrupt  and  any  other  person,^'  one  debt  or  demand 
may  be  set  off  against  another.  It  has  been  laid  down  as  a 
rule,  that,  to  be  a  mutual  credit,  it  must  be  something  that 
has  terminated,  or  must  terminate,  in  a  debt.  In  Rose  v. 
Hart  {a),  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  after  reading  the  28th  section  of  5 
Gheo.  2,  c.  30,  which  is  similar  to  the  present  clause,  except 
that  this  applies  to  demands^  as  well  as  debts,  says,  ''We 
think  the  Legislature  meant  such  credits  only  as  must  in 
their  nature  terminate  in  debts.''  It  must  be  admitted  that 
this  case  is  very  similar  to  Arbomn  v.  Triitan  (6),  where  the 
transaction  was  held  to  amount  to  a  mutual  credit ;  but 
that,  which  was  a  Nisi  Prius  decision,  was  founded  upon  the 
authority  of  OUve  v.  Smith  (c),  which,  as  appears  from  the 
case  of  Younff  v.  The  Bank  of  Bengal  (rf),  was  not  deter- 
mined  upon  a  correct  principle,  and  requires  to  be  consi- 
derably qualified.  In  the  latter  case.  Lord  Brougham,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says  («),  "  In  OUve 
Y.  Smith  a  broker  had  been  allowed  to  set  off  a  debt  antece- 
dently due  from  his  employer  against  the  losses  recovered 
from  the  underwriters  on  policies  deposited  in  his  hands.  In 
Rose  V.  Hart,  the  Court  held,  that  such  a  set-off  is  only  com- 
petent to  the  pawnee  in  cases  where  the  thing  alleged  to 
be  a  giving  of  credit  either  constitutes  a  present  cross  debt, 
or  must  end  in  one.  This  limitation  of  the  case  of  OUve 
v.  Smith  has,  in  subsequent  cases,  been  approved  and  fol- 
lowed :  Sampsfm  v.  Burton  (/),  Rose  v.  Sims  (g).*'  The  case 
of  Young  y.  The  Bank  of  Bengal  is  applicable  to  the  pre- 
sent. There,  Palmer,  having  borrowed  money  from  the 
Bank  of  Bengal,  deposited  Company's  paper  with  the  bank 

(a)  8  Taunt.  506.  (e)  Id.  168. 

(6)  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  408.  (f)  2  Bro.  &  B.  89. 

(c)  5  Taunt.  56.  (j)  1  B.  &  Ad.  521. 

(d)  1  Moore's  Privy  Co.  Ca.l50. 

D  D  d2 
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Bxek.  ofPUn,  to  a  greater  amount  as  a  collateral  security,  and  anthor- 

ized  the  bank,  in  de&olt  of  re-payment  of  tlie  loan  by  a 
given  day,  to  sell  the  paper  for  reimborsement  of  the 
bank,  rendering  Palmer  any  snrplns.  Before  de&nlt  in  re- 
payment of  the  loan.  Palmer  became  insolvent :  at  the  time 
of  the  insolvency,  the  bank  were  also  holders  of  two  pro- 
missory notes  of  Palmer  &  Co.,  which  they  had  diaoounted 
for  them  before  the  transaction  of  the  loan  and  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  deposit  of  the  Company's  paper.  The  time 
for  re-payment  of  the  loan  baring  expired,  the  bank  sold 
the  Company's  paper;  the  proceeds  of  which,  after  satisfy- 
ing the  principal  and  interest  dne  on  the  loan,  produced  a 
considerable  surplus.  In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of 
Palmer  &  Co.  against  the  bank,  to  recover  the  amount  of 
the  surplus,  it  was  held  that  the  bank  could  not  set  off 
the  amount  of  the  two  promissory  notes,  and  that  the  esse 
did  not  come  within  the  clause  of  mutual  credit  in  the 
Bankrupt  Act.  In  that  case  Lord  Bnmgham  said  (a),  after 
referring  to  some  of  the  cases  cited,  "  In  none  of  those  cases 
was  there  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  party  said  to  receive  the 
credit  becoming  sooner  or  later  debtor  in  praesenti  to  the 
other:  in  none  of  them  did  the  existence  of  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor  depend  upon  the  pleasure  of  one  par- 
ty.'' Now,  here,  the  bankrupts  being  the  indorsers  of  the 
bills,  it  was  uncertain  whether  they  would  ever  be(x>me  in- 
debted to  the  bank  upon  them,  inasmuch  as  there  was  a 
probability  of  the  acceptors  paying  the  amount.  At  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy,  therefore,  there  was  no  debt  due 
from  the  bankrupts  to  the  defendants.  [Parke,  B. — ^That 
case  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  in  this  respect: 
that  there  the  bank  gave  credit  to  Palmer  for  the  notes 
they  had  discounted  for  him;  but  there  was  no  corre- 
sponding credit  given  by  Palmer  to  them.  It  was  there- 
fore uncertain  whether  there  would  be  any  money  coming 

(a)  Pige  1S5. 


1844. 


BASTEB  TERM^   7  VICT.  755 

to  him^  or  not;  and  if  the  assignees  of  Palmer  had  re-  Bxek,  of  Pleat, 
deemed  the  Company's  paper^  there  would  not  have  been 
any:  the  credit  was  all  on  one  side.     No  doubt  that  case 
overruled  the  decision  in  Olive  v.  Smith.']     Credit  is  not 
given  to  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  on  discount- 
ing it  for  him ;  and  the  bankers  could  not  have  sued  the 
bankrupts  for  money  lent.     [Parke^  B. — If  the  transac- 
tion in  question  amounted  to  a  purchase  of  the  bill^  you 
are  right;  but  if  it  was  only  the  ordinary  discount  of 
a  bill^  you  are  not]     The  case  of  EnUy  v.  Lye  {a)  shews 
what  are  the  liabilities  of  parties  whose  names  are  upon 
bills  by  way  of  discount^  or  where  there  has  been  a  loan  of 
money  on  the  bills.     If  it  is  a  discount^  then  the  only 
remedy  is  on  the  bill  itself;  if  it  is  a  loan  of  money  on  the 
security  of  the  bill,  without  indorsement,  then  it  is  differ- 
ent ;   it  is  a  mere  purchase  of  the  bill.     [Parker  B. — It 
cannot  be  denied,  that,  on  the  bills  being  dishonoured,  the 
defendants  could  have  proved  under  the  fiat  against  the 
bankrupts.]     In  Collins  v.  Jones  {b),  Bayley,  J.,  after  re- 
ferring to  the  observation  of  Btdler,  J.,  in  Hankey  v. 
Smith  (c),  that,  '*  if  a  bill  of  exchange  which  is  accepted  be 
sent  out  into  the  world,  credit  is  given  to  the  acceptor  by 
every  person  who  takes  the  bill,"  says,  "  That  case  esta- 
blishes, that  whoever  takes  an  acceptance  is  to  be  con- 
sidered within  the  5  Geo.  2  as  giving  a  credit  to  the  ac- 
ceptor."   \Parke^  B. — Even  supposing  your  argument  well 
founded,  which  I  think  it  is  not,  that  the  discounter  of  a 
bill  is  a  purchaser  of  it,  still  the  case  of  Storey  v.  Bams  {d) 
shews  that  a  bill  is  proveable  against  the  estate  of  the 
drawer  before  it  is  dishonoured  by  the  acceptor;  it  is 
therefore  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  50th  section, 
and  may  be  set  off.]     Many  things  are  proveable  under  a 
commission  which  are  not  a  debt  or  a  demand.    [Aldersonj 


(fl)  15  East,  7.  (c)  3  T.  R.  507. 

(6)  10  B.  &  Cr.  782.  (d)  7  East,  435. 
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Bxek.ofPUat,  B. — Surely  credit  is  giyen  to  all  the  parties  to  the  bill  7 

*  ^     The  authorities  shew  that  there  is  a  difference  between; 

proving  against  the  estate  of  an  acceptor  and  that  of  an 
indorser.  Although  the  biUs  have  been  proved  against  the 
indorsers^  the  defendants  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  dividend 
until  the  bills  are  dishonoured  by  the  acceptor.  Besides^ 
here  the  bankers  claim  payment  of  the  bill  without  any 
deduction  for  interest ;  but  surely  a  rebate  ought  to  be 
made  on  that  account. — He  cited  Gibion  v.  BeU  (a),  Rm 
V.  Sims  {b)j  and  Abbott  v.  ERcks  (c). 

J.  W.  Smith,  who  was  to  have  argued  for  the  defendants, 
was  not  called  upon. 

Pollock^  C.  B. — The  short  point  in  this  case  is  this. 
By  the  50th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Gteo.  4^  c.  16, 
a  right  of  set-off  is  given  where  there  are  mutual  debts 
and  credits  between  the  bankrupt  and  other  parties;  and 
authorities  are  not  wanting  to  shew  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  words  "  mutual  debts  and  credits.'^  The  case  of 
Starey  v.  Barns  {d)  decides,  that  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change is  discharged  by  his  certificate,  although  the  bill 
was  not  refused  payment  by  the  acceptor  until  after  the 
drawer^s  bankruptcy ;  the  ground  of  such  decision  being, 
that  the  debt  was  proveable  under  the  commission.  A  bill 
may  be  proved  against  the  indorsee,  as  well  as  against  the 
drawer ;  and  if  so,  why  are  not  the  defendants  to  have  the 
benefit  of  this  proof?  The  case  a£  Starey  y.Bams  is  ex- 
pressly in  point.  B^ference  has  been  made  to  the  decision 
of  Young  v.  The  Bank  of  Bengal  {e) ;  but  in  that  case,  no 
credit  had  been  given  by  Palmer  to  the  bank,  for  the 
Company^s  paper  had  been  deposited  by  him  as  a  security, 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  743  j  1  Scott,         (c)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  578  ;  7  Scott, 
712.  715. 

(6)  1  B.  &  Ad,  521.  {d)  7  East,  435. 

(<f)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  C.  150 
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and  the  surplus  did  not  constitute  a  credit.  Gibson  v.  Bell  Btfch,  ofPUoM^ 
and  Rose  t.  Sims  rather  illustrate  than  contravene  this  view 
of  the  question.  In  the  former  of  those  cases  it  was  held, 
that  the  defendant,  being  sued  on  his  agreement  to  accept 
a  bill  of  exchange  in  favour  of  the  bankrupt,  might  set  off 
a  debt  due  to  him  from  the  bankrupt,  for  money  lent,  &c. 
Thidal,  C.  J.,  there  says,  "  Upon  the  whole,  the  demand 
appears  to  us  to  be  a  mere  pecuniary  demand,  which  the 
commissioners  or  assignees  might  have  stated  in  account 
between  the  defendant  and  the  bankrupt;  a  demand  which, 
although  unliquidated  at  the  moment,  was  capable  of  being 
reduced  to  certainty  by  a  simple  calculation,  where  no  spe- 
cial damage  had  been  incurred.''  In  Rose  v.  Sims,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  held  that  a  contract  to  indorse  was  not 
a  subject  of  "  mutual  credit ''  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  and  therefore  not  the  subject  of  set-off. 
In  the  present  case,  however,  the  bill  of  exchange  was 
proveable  under  the  commission,  and  was,  therefore,  by 
the  act  of  Parliament,  a  matter  o(  set-off.  Under  the  pre- 
sent circumstances,  the  assignees  ought  to  have  waited, 
instead  of  bringing  their  action  so  soon. 

Pabke,  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron. 
Without  doubt,  there  was  a  debt  due  from  the  defendants 
to  the  bankrupts,  and  credit  given  to  them  by  the  defend- 
ants upon  an  advance  of  money  made  to  them.  The 
transaction  amounted  to  an  advance  of  money,  and  not  to 
a  purchase  of  the  bills.  It  wafl  a  loan  of  money  to  the 
bankrupts,  although  the  time  for  bringing  an  action  for  it 
had  not  arrived.  But,  even  admitting  the  transaction  to 
have  been  a  purchase  of  the  bills,  still,  under  the  61st  sec- 
tion of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  which  in  this  respect  is  the 
same  as  the  7  Geo.  1,  c.  31,  it  may  be  the  subject  of  proof 
under  the  commission,  or  it  may  be  the  subject  of  set-off 
under  the  50th  section.  The  case  of  Young  v.  The  Bank  of 
Bengal  is  distinguishable,  because,  although  there  had  been 
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Bxeh.  o/PUoMf  credit  from  the  bank  to  Palmer^  inasmuch  as  they  had  di»- 

,, '  ^     counted  his  promissory  notes^  still  there  was  no  nuUual 

^^^^■^  credit^  as  the  Company's  paper  had  been  deposited  by  him 
CuRKiB.  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  no  credit  was  given  for  the 
surplus.  Another  reason  is,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
assignees  in  that  case  to  redeem  the  paper  immediately; 
and,  if  they  had  done  so,  no  debt  whatever  would  have  been 
due  in  respect  of  the  loan.  In  the  present  case,  the  ss- 
signees  have  been  too  speedy  in  their  proceedings,  and  if 
this  debt  is  proveable  under  the  commission,  it  would  be 
monstrous  to  permit  them  to  defeat  the  set-off  by  bringing 
the  action  prematurely.  Our  judgment  must,  therefore, 
be  for  the  defendants. 

Aldebson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


April  22.  Victors  v.  Davies. 

In  a  declaration  xVsSUMPSIT.  The  declaration  Stated,  that  the  dcfeod- 
itb^otTc^-'  »°*>  0°  *^®  6th  of  March,  1844,  was  indebted  to  the  plain- 
nry  to  aver       tiff  in  the  sum  of  £10,  for  money  lent  by  the  plaintiff  to 

that  the  money  ^  ^  r 

was  lent  at  the    the  defendant. 

defendant  s  re-  f«        •  t  ^  •      •        ^li^ii*  mm    . 

quest.  Special  demurrer,  assigning  the  following  causes: — ^Thst 

it  is  not  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  the  money  was 
lent  to  the  defendant  at  his  request,  and  that  therefore 
there  is  no  consideration  to  support  the  promise ;  nor  does 
it  sufficiently  appear  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
the  plaintiff. 

Pearson,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  declaration 
is  insufficient  for  want  of  the  averment  that  the  money 
was  lent  to  the  defendant  '*  at  his  request.''  [AUermm,  B., 
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— How  can  there  be  a  lender  unless  there  be  also  a  bor-  Bjch.  ofpietu, 
rower  ?]  A  plaintiff  is  bound  to  allege  a  request^  wherever 
the  consideration  is  executed.  In  the  notes  to  Osborne  v. 
Boffers  {a),  it  is  said  that "  a  past  consideration  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  support  a  subsequent  promise^  unless  there  was 
a  request  of  the  party^  either  express  or  implied,  at  the  time 
of  performing  the  consideration/'  And^  in  a  note  by  the 
learned  editors  of  the  fifth  edition^  it  is  added^  ^'  So,  even 
an  affidavit  (to  hold  to  bail)  of  debt  for  money  lent  and 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered^  and  for  work  and  labour^  has 
been  held  irregular^  because  it  omitted  to  state  that  it  was 
'  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant/  although  it 
stated  that  it  was  '  to  and  for  his  use  and  on  his  account/  " 
for  which  they  cite  Dumford  v.  Messiier  (A).  In  Chitty 
on  Pleading  {c),  it  is  also  said,  "  In  each  of  these  counts 
upon  an  executed  consideration^  except  that  for  money  had 
and  received^  and  the  account  stated^  it  is  necessary  to 
allege  that  the  consideration  of  the  debt  was  performed  at 
the  defendant's  request^  though  such  request  mighty  in 
some  cases^  be  implied  in  evidence/'  [^Parke,  B. — ^There  is 
a  very  learned  note  of  my  Brother  Manning  on  this  sub- 
ject (d),  in  which  he  goes  into  the  whole  law  with  respect 
to  alleging  a  request^  and  points  out  the  error  into  which 
Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  appears  to  have  fallen  in  his  com- 
ment upon  Osborne  v.  Rogers,  The  note  is  thus :  **  The 
consideration  being  executory^  the  statement  of  the  re- 
quest in  the  declaration^  though  mentioned  in  the  under- 
taking, appears  to  have  been  unnecessary.  In  Osborne  v. 
Rogers^  the  consideration  of  a  promise  is  laid  to  be^  that 
the  said  Robert,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the 
said  William,  would  serve  the  said  William,  and  bestow 
his  care  and  labour  in  and  about  the  business  of  the  said 
William ;  and  the  declaration  alleges,  that  Robert,  confid- 


(a)  1  Saund.  264,  n.  1.  (c)  Vol.  1,  p.  353,  (7th  ed.) 

\h)  5  M.  &  Selw.  446.  {d)  1  Man.  &  Gr.  265. 
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EjTch.  qfpieof,  ing  in  the  said  promise  of  William,  afterwards  went  into 

1844  o  A 

the  service  of  William^  and  bestowed  his  care  and  labour 

in  and  about  &c.  Here  the  consideration  is  clearly  exe- 
cutory^ yet  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams^  in  a  note  to  the  words 
'  at  the  special  instance  and  request/  says,  '  these  words 
are  necessary  to  be  laid  in  the  declaration^  in  order  to  sup- 
port the  action.  It  is  held,  that  a  consideration  executed 
and  pastj — as,  in  the  present  case,  the  service  performed 
by  the  plaintiff  for  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  for  several 
years  then  past, — is  not  sufficient  to  maintain  an  assum- 
psit, unless  it  was  moved  by  a  precedent  request,  and  so 
laid.'  The  statement,  according  to  modern  practice,  of 
the  accrual  of  a  debt  for,  or  the  making  of  a  promise  for 
the  payment  of,  the  price  of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or 
for  the  re-payment  of  money  lent,  as  being  in  consideration 
of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  money  lent  to  the  defend- 
ant, at  his  request,  is  conceived  to  be  an  inartificial  mode 
of  declaring.  Even  where  the  consideration  is  entirely 
past,  it  appears  to  be  unnecessary  to  allege  a  request,  if 
the  act  stated  as  the  consideration  cannot,  from  its  nature, 
have  been  a  gratuitous  kindness,  but  imports  a  considera- 
tion per  se.  It  being  immaterial  to  the  right  of  action 
whether  the  bargain,  if  actually  concluded  and  executed, 
or  the  loan,  if  made,  and  the  monies  actually  advanced, 
was  proposed  and  urged  by  the  buyer  or  by  the  seller,  by 
the  borrower  or  by  the  lender.  Vide  Bastall's  Entries,  tit 
'  Dette ;'  and  Co.  Ent.,  tit.  '  Debt.' "  There  cannot  be  a 
claim  for  money  lent  unless  there  be  a  loan,  and  a  loan  im- 
ports an  obligation  to  pay.  If  the  money  is  accepted,  it 
is  immaterial  whether  or  not  it  was  asked  for.  The  same 
doctrine  will  not  apply  to  money  paid ;  because  no  man 
can  be  a  debtor  for  money  paid,  unless  it  was  paid  at  bis 
request.  What  my  Brother  Manning  says,  in  the  note  to 
which  I  have  referred,  is  perfectly  correct.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — There  cannot  be  a  doubt  about  this 
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case ;  the  statement  that  the  money  was  lent  implies  that  Bxch,  o/PUas, 
it  was  advanced  at  the  request  of  the  defendant.    There         ^^^' 
most  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Parke^  B.J  AldersoNj  B.^  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


The  Earl  of  Hardwicke  v.  Lord  Sandys.  April  2i. 

jlxSSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea^  non  The  plaintiff, 

..  i'i»  1*        i_  ••!   ^1      !•  11       •         on  the  26th  of 

assumpsit ;  on  which  issue  havmg  been  joined^  the  following  April,  1843, 
case  was,  by  a  Judge^s  order,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  ^|^^  ^^V 

Court :-—  oor  of  S.  from 

the  defendant, 
and  to  com- 

The  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  £260,  ^it^^^^rdfag 
being  a  sum  paid  to  the  defendant,  as  a  fine  to  the  lord  *?  certain  con- 

,  ditions  of  sale ; 

for  admittance,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1843,  to  certain  copy-  and,  upon  the 

hold  hereditaments,  held  of  the  manor  of  Shingay-cum-  piaoe,  agreed  to 

Wendy,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge.  SStTor'w- 

On  the  26th  day  of  April,  1848,  Lord  Sandys,  being  mcntofthe 

^  porchaae'mo- 

lord  of  the  manor  of  Shingay-cum-Wendy,  entered  into  ney  on  or  be- 
an agreement  with  the  Earl  of  Hardwicke  for  the  sale  of  /Jfy^  1843.  it 
the  said  manor,  and  of  certain  freehold  hereditaments.  jj^aiwaKrecd, 

'  that,  on  the 

The  purchase  agreement,  signed  by  the  agents  of  both  par-  completion  of 

the  purchase, 

ties,  was  indorsed  upon  certain  particulars  and  conditions  the  purchaser 
of  sale,  according  to  which  the  property  was  intended  to  [^^^^  ^  ^^' 
have  been  sold  by  public  auction.     It  bore  date  the  26th  rentsand  pro- 

•^  *  fits  of  such 

parts  of  the  es- 
tate as  were  let  from  the  24th  of  June,  1843.  The  day  of  completing  the  purchase  was,  for 
the  conyenience  of  the  purchaser,  altered  from  the  24tii  of  June  to  the  24th  of  July.  A 
tenant  of  certain  copyhold  premises,  parcel  of  the  manor  of  S.,  having  died  seised  thereof  in 
1836,  the  admittance  of  the  parties  entitled  to  be  admitted  was  postponed  from  time  to  time,  at 
their  request,  and  did  not  tske  place  till  the  1st  of  July,  1843 ;  and  in  December  of  the  same 
year  the  fine  was  paid  to  the  defiendant.  The  conyeyance  of  the  manor  to  the  plaintiff  was  eze- 
euted  by  the  yendor  in  August,  1843,  and  the  purchase-money  was  paid  in  the  following  Sep- 
tember. An  action  for  money  had  and  received  haying  been  brought  by  the  purchaser  against 
the  yendor,  to  recover  the  fine  I'^Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover. 
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Eseh.  of  Piea$,  of  April,  1843^  and  stated  that  the  plainti£f  had  purchased, 

^   ^^'   .     by  private  contract,  the  freehold  estate,  and  also  the  nn- 

Eari  of       ^^^  described  in  the  particulars,  and  had  agreed  to  com- 

Hardwickb    pigte  the  purchase  according  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  u 

Lord  Sandys,  altered  previous  to  the  signing  of  the  contract. 

The  property  was  described  in  the  particulars  as  con- 
sisting of  two  lots :  the  first  comprising  the  freehold  here- 
ditaments ;  the  second,  the  manor  of  Shingay-cum-Wendy, 
which  was  described  as  the  manor  of  Shingay-cum-Wendy, 
with  its  members,  and  the  fines,  quit-rents,  and  appurte- 
nances thereto  belonging.  The  fine  payable  by  the  copy- 
hold tenants  on  admission  was  stated  to  be  uncertain,  and 
to  be  usually  set  at  two  years'  annual  value. 

The  conditions  of  sale  referred  to  in  the  agreement  were, 
— third,  that  each  purchaser  shall  deposit  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, and,  immediately  on  the  purchase  of  the  lot 
bought  by  him, ''  sign  an  agreement  for  payment  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  purchase-money,  on  or  before  the  24th  day 
of  July,  1843,  into  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the  manner  ex- 
pressed in  the  fourth  condition ;  and,  on  the  completion  of 
the  respective  purchases,  the  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  of  such  parts  of  the  estate  as  are  lei 
from  the  said  24th  day  of  June ;  all  outgoings  up  to  the  said 
24th  day  of  June  will  be  cleared  by  the  vendor,  the  pur- 
chaser paying  interest  from  the  24th  day  of  June,  1843/' 
— fourth,  that  the  purchaser  of  each  lot  should,  on  the  24tli 
of  July,  1843,  pay  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money; 
— ninth,  that,  upon  payment  of  the  remainder  of  the  pnr- 
chase-money  into  the  Bank,  the  vendor  should  execute  con- 
veyances ;  and,  if  the  completion  of  the  purchase  should  be 
delayed  beyond  the  24th  of  June,  1843,  the  purchasers 
should  pay  £4  per  cent,  interest  from  that  day  on  the  re- 
maining part  of  the  purchase-money,  until  the  day  of  com- 
pleting the  purchases.  The  day  fixed  for  the  payment  of 
the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money  being  the  24th  of 
June,  1843,  the  alteration  to  the  24th  of  July  was  made 
for  the  convenience  of  the  purchaser. 
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In  the  year  1836,  one  Mrs.  Wescombe  died  seised  of  Ejpeh.qfPUoi, 
certain  copyhold  hereditaments,  held  of  the  said  manor  '  ^ 

of  Shingay-cum-Wendy ;  and  at  the  courts  duly  holden  for        Earl  of 
the  manor,  proclamations  were  made  for  the  parties  en-  v, 

titled  to  come  in  and  be  admitted  tenants.  A  precept 
afterwards  issued  for  the  seizure  of  the  estate  into  the 
hands  of  the  lord,  the  execution  of  which  was,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Misses  Wescombe,  who  were  entitled  to  come 
in  and  be  admitted,  delayed  from  time  to  time.  On  the 
Ist  of  July,  1843,  the  Misses  Wescombe  were  duly  ad- 
mitted tenants;  and  on  the  1st  of  December  foUowing, 
paid  to  Lord  Sandys,  as  a  fine  on  such  admission,  the  sum 
of  jS260.  On  the  31st  of  August,  1843,  the  conveyance  of 
the  manor  in  question  was  executed  by  Lord  Sandys.  The 
conveyance  was  dated  on  the  8th  of  September,  1843,  that 
being  the  day  of  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, interest  upon  which  was  calculated  and  paid 
as  from  the  24th  of  June,  1843. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
Lord  Hardwicke  was  entitled  to  recover  from  Lord  Sandys 
the  amount  of  the  fine  so  received  by  him.  If  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover,  judgment  to  be  entered  up  by  con- 
fession for  £260.  If  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  a 
nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

Kelly,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  remainder  of  the  purchase- 
money  being  to  be  paid  on  the  24th  of  June,  and,  if  not 
then  paid,  interest  to  be  paid  upon  the  remainder  from 
that  period,  the  fine  which  accrued  between  that  day  and 
the  day  of  completing  the  contract  belonged  to  the  pur- 
chaser. In  equity  it  would  be  considered  that  the  pur- 
chase was  completed  as  on  the  24th  of  June,  the  day  on 
which  it  was  agreed  to  be  done,  and  therefore  the  pur- 
chaser would  be  entitled  to  the  property  and  all  its  inci- 
dents from  that  day.  And  if  the  land  became  the  pur- 
chaser's, although  the  right  of  action  to  recover  the  fine 
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Bjtch.  qfPiemt,  would  not  pa88  SO  as  to  enable  the  pnrchaaer  to  sue  the 

.    ^^'*'  ,     tenant  for  it,  yet  when  it  was  paid  it  would  be  receiyed  by 

Bari  of       the  vendor  as  a  trustee  for  the  parchaser,  who  has  psid 

^*9.  him  the  purchase-money  and  interest  firom  the  24th  of 

l4Md  Sandys.  J^ng^  j^u^  ^^q  jg  therefore  entitled  to  recover  it  firom 

him  in  this  equitable  form  of  action.  It  cannot  be  aud 
that  the  vendor  received  the  profits  in  any  other  ri^t 
than  as  trustee  for  the  purchaser,  and  he  must  be  entitled 
to  recover  it  from  the  vendor.  Again,  by  the  third  dauae 
in  the  conditions  of  sale,  it  is  provided,  that  "  the  pur- 
chaser shall  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  mek 
parts  of  the  estate  as  are  let  from  the  24th  of  June.'' 
Now  that,  being  a  contract  prepared  by  the  vendcHr,  must 
be  construed  most  strongly  against  him ;  and  it  may  be 
a  question  whether  the  money  in  question  would  not  ocMne 
within  the  description  of  *'  rents  and  profits  of  such  parti 
of  the  estate  as  are  let/'  The  lot  in  question  contained  no 
lands  but  the  manor  of  Shingay-cum-Wendy,  with  the 
fines,  quit-rents,  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging. 
The  words  ''such  parts  of  the  estate  as  are  let''  most 
have  some  more  extensive  signification  than  that  of  lands 
let  to  ordinary  tenants,  and  may  apply  to  the  copyhold 
tenants  of  the  manor.  There  is  here  not  only  the  word 
"  rents,"  but  the  word  "  profits,"  which  may  apply  to  the 
profits  arising  from  the  manor.  The  plain  meaning  and 
intention  of  the  parties  was  to  consider  the  purchase  ss 
completed  on  the  24th  of  June,  and  all  outgoings  were  to 
be  paid  by  the  vendors  up  to  that  day;  shewing  that  it 
was  to  be  the  property  of  the  purchaser  from  that  time. 

Erie,  who  was  to  have  argued  for  the  defendant,  wss 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  our  judgment.  The  only  foundation  for  the  ar- 
gument arises  from  the  agreement  incorporating  the  condi- 


r^ 
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tions  of  sale.    The  third  condition  states^  that^  on  com-  Bsch.  ofpieaa, 

\QAA 

pletion  of  the  purchase^  the  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  ^  *   ^ 

the  rents  and  profits  of  such  parts  of  the  estate  as  are  let  from        ^^^  <>' 

the  24th  of  June.     Eaipressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius ;  v. 

the  lands  in  question  were  not  let;  and  it  cannot^  therefore^ 

be  said  that  the  plaintifT  is  entitled  to  the  sum  of  money 

sought  to  be  recovered.    Whether  a  court  of  equity  would 

decree  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled^  it  is  not  for  us  to  say. 

Here  nothing  remained  to  be  done  but  the  actual  payment 

of  the  fine ;  it  had  become  payable  before  the  purchase 

was  complete. 

Pabke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  right  to 
the  fine  accrued  on  the  Ist  of  July^  the  day  on  which  the 
tenant  was  admitted.  But  it  is  said  that  the  vendee  is 
entitled  to  recover,  because  this  is  part  of  the  profits  of 
the  estate.  The  third  condition  is^  that  the  purchaser^  on 
the  completion  of  the  purchase^  shall  be  entitled  to  the  rents 
and  profits  of  such  parts  of  the  estate  as  are  let :  that  applies 
only  to  such  estates  as  are  let  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  that 
word.  The  agreement  binds  the  vendor  to  pay  over  the 
rents  only^  and  does  not  extend  to  the  casual  profits. 

Aldsrson^  B.,  and  Kolfe^  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat, 
1844. 


April  27.       PicKFORD  and  Another  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Rail- 
way Company. 

The  Grand  AsSUMPSIT.— The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 

way^Companyi  that  the  defendants,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making 

rien  on  Seir  ^^  ^'^^  promise  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  were  oomnKm 

line,  pobliflbed  carriers  of  goods  for  hire,  to  wit,  from  Liverpool  to  Bir- 

a  printed  no* 

tioe,  which  was  mingham :  that  the  plaintiffs,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  12tli 

the  door  of^*^  January,  1843,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  caused  to 

forth***^*^*^  be  delivered  to  the  defendants,  to  wit,  at  Liverpool  afore- 

tion  of  goods  said,  as  such  carriers  as  aforesaid,  certain  goods  of  one 

in  Liyerpool,       -.«.,>-^.  .^^i  ^^i^^ 

that  all  goods  Matthew  Guerner,  to  wit,  three  crates  of  pork,  of  grest 
fouro'dodf'^  value,  fee,  to  be  by  the  defendants  taken  care  of  and 
r  **'  H^*^^  safely  and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  by  them,  as  soch 
the  neit  work-  carriers,  from  Liverpool  aforesaid,  upon  the  evening  of  the 
after  the  pub-"*  same  day  on  which  they  were  so  caused  to  be  delivered  by 
S^c^ItlS^  ^h«  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  to  Binning, 
goods  were  ham,  and  there  delivered  safely  and  securely  by  the  de* 
station,  about  fcudauts  to  the  plaintiffs :  and  thereupon,  in  consideration 
F.  M .rto  be*  ^f  ^^^  premises,  and  of  certain  reward  to  be  paid  by  the 
^^Ui^b  Pl^*°*^ffs  *o  ^^^  defendants  in  that  behalf,  the  defendants, 
the  railway.  being  such  carriers  as  aforesaid,  then,  to  wit,  on  &c,  pro- 
brought  them  mised  the  plaintiffs  to  take  care  of  the  said  goods,  and 
the'owner)^Miw  ^^^7  ^^^  securely  carry  and  convey  the  same  from  Liver- 
thc  company's  pool  aforesaid,  upon  the  evening  of  the  same  dav  on  whidi 

wetgher,  and         11.  * 

asked  **  if  there  they  were  SO  delivered  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  to 
i^tiirgoo^s*  Birmingham  aforesaid,  and  there  to  deliver  the  same  to  the 
eremn^h?**  plaintiffs :  and  although  the  defendants,  as  such  carrien 
said  there  was ;    as  aforesaid,  then  had  and  received  the  said  eoods  for  the 

and  the  goods  . 

were  placed  by    purpose  and  upou  the  terms  aforesaid,  yet  the  defendants, 

the  company's 
porters  on  the 

trucks  on  which  goods  are  carried  upon  the  railway.  The  same  person  had  on  former  occa- 
sions taken  goods  of  the  same  kind  to  the  station  at  a  later  hour,  which  were  never  refused  fat 
being  too  late,  and  which  had  been  forwarded  the  same  evening : — Held,  that  upon  these  CkH 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  special  contract  by  the  railway  compttiy  to  forward 
the  goods  in  question  on  the  same  evening  on  which  they  were  ddivered. 
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not  regarding  their  said  promise^  did  not  nor  would  carry  ^*<^*-  fifPieat, 
and  convey  the  said  goods  from  Liverpool  aforesaid^  on  the  ^ 

evening  of  the  same  day  on  which  they  were  so  delivered  Pickford 
to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid^  to  Birmingham  aforesaid^  Ths  Grand 
but  wholly  omitted  so  to  do^  and  kept  and  detained  the  Railwat^Co. 
same  at  Liverpool  aforesaid^  for  a  certain  space  of  time^  to 
wit^  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours  beyond  the  evening  of 
the  said  day ;  and  did  not  nor  would  safely  and  securely 
carry  and  convey  the  said  goods  from  Liverpool  aforesaid 
to  Birmingham  aforesaid^  and  there  deliver  the  same  to  the 
plaintiffs^  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  omitted  so  to  do, 
and  a  part  of  the  said  goods,  being  of  considerable  value, 
to  wit,  of  the  value  of  £2,  became  and  was  wholly  lost,  and 
was  never  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs.  And  the  plaintiffs 
further  say,  that  they  the  plaintiffs,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  the  said  goods  to  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  had  agreed  and  contracted  with  the  said  Matthew 
Guerrier  to  convey  the  same  from  Liverpool  aforesaid  to 
London,  upon  the  evening  of  the  said  day ;  that  the  said 
goods  were  so  delivered  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  to 
be  by  them  conveyed  from  Liverpool  aforesaid  to  Birming- 
ham aforesaid ;  and  in  the  course  of  conveyance  of  the 
said  goods  to  London  aforesaid,  the  same,  being  of  a  perish- 
able nature,  were,  by  reason  of  the  said  premises,  and  of 
the  said  breach  of  contract  by  the  defendants  as  first  afore- 
said, greatly  impaired  and  diminished  in  value,  to  wit,  to 
the  value  of  £50,  and  a  favourable  market  was  lost  for  the 
sale  of  the  said  goods :  and  the  plaintiffs,  in  fact,  say,  that, 
by  reason  of  such  premises  as  aforesaid,  they  the  plain- 
tiffs were  called  upon  to  pay,  and  forced  and  obliged  to 
pay,  to  the  said  Matthew  Ouerrier  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  £50,  for  the  said  damage  so  caused  by  the  said 
breaches  of  contract  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  and 
also  the  costs  of  a  certain  action  brought  by  the  said  Mat- 
thew Guerrier  against  the  plaintiffs,  for  and  on  account  of 
their  breach  of  their  said  agreement  and  contract  with 

VOL.  XII.  BEE  M.  W. 
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Bxeh.  of  PieoMt  him  iu  that  behalf^  of  which  said  action  the  defendants 

.   ^^'   .     then^  to  wit,  before  the  incurring  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the 

PicKFORo      said  costs,  or  of  the  costs  and  chaises  hereinafter  men- 

The  Grand    tioned,  had  notice,  and  were  then  requested  by  the  plain- 

nirL^T  Co.  *^^®>  either  to  defend  the  said  action,  or  to  authorize  the 

plaintiffs  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  said  damages;  but  the 
defendants  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  comply 
with  such  request,  and  thereby  forced  and  obliged  the 
plaintifi^s  to  defend  the  same,  and  thereby  the  plaintifi 
necessarily  paid  and  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  Mat- 
thew Guerrier  the  costs  of  the  said  action  incurred  by  him, 
amounting  to  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  71.  13t.  6d^ 
and  also  necessarily  sustained  and  incurred,  and  were 
forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  became  liable  to  pay,  the 
costs  and  charges  of  them  the  plaintiff's  in  that  behalf, 
amounting  to  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  i620,  and 
by  means  of  the  said  several  premises  the  plaintiffs  hare 
been  and  are  otherwise  greatly  injured  and  damnified. 

There  was  a  second  count  in  nearly  similar  terms,  bat 
applying  to  ten  other  crates  of  pork,  the  property  of  one 
John  Phillips. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  non  assumpserunt;  se- 
condly, to  the  first  count,  that  they  did  not  have  or  receive 
the  goods  in  that  count  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  or  upon 
the  terms  in  that  count  mentioned ;  thirdly,  to  the  first 
count,  as  to  the  breach  therein  firstly  assigned,  that  they 
did  carry  and  convey  the  said  goods  from  Liverpool  upon 
the  evening  of  the  same  day  on  which  they  were  so  de- 
livered to  the  defendants,  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  to 
Birmingham ;  fourthly,  to  the  first  count,  as  to  the  breach 
therein  secondly  assigned,  that  they  did  safely  and  se- 
curely carry  and  convey  the  said  goods  from  Liverpool  to 
Birmingham,  and  there  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiffs. 
There  were  also  pleas  to  the  second  count,  in  the  same 
terms  as  the  first  and  second  special  pleas  to  the  first  count 
On  all  these  pleas  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abbiffer,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
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Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  the  following  facts  wereproved.   Exch.  ofpieas, 
The  three  crates  of  pork  mentioned  in  the  first  count  of    s_^^1L-^ 
the  declaration,  which  were  the  property  of  Mr.  Guerrier,      Pickford 
a  butcher  in  Liverpool,  and  which  the  plaintiffs  (who,  by    thb  Grand 
agreement  with  the  railway  company,  were  carriers  upon    RiJ^^^T  co. 
their  line)  had  contracted  to  carry  for  him  to  London,  were 
taken  by  his  servant,  Joseph  Bell,  to  the  goods  station 
of  the  Grand  Junction  Railway,  at  Wapping,  in  Liver- 
pool, between  five  and  six  in  the  evening  of  the  12th  of 
January,  1843,  to  be  forwarded  to  London.     The  railway 
porters  took  the  pork  from  Bell,  and  he  saw  it  put  upon 
the  trucks  by  which  goods  are  conveyed  on  the  railway. 
Bell  asked  the  weigher,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Roger 
Williams,  "  if  there  was  plenty  of  time,'*  (i.  e.  for  the  goods 
to  proceed  that  evening) ;  he  said  there  was,  and  taking 
out  his  watch,  said  it  was  five  minutes  to  six.     Bell  stated 
in  his  evidence,  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  going  daily  to 
the  railway  with  pork,  and  that  he  had  taken  pork  as  late 
as  half-past  seven,  and  that  it  '^  went  right,''  and  the  goods 
were  never  refused  for  being  too  late.     The  pork  in  ques- 
tion was  not,  however,  forwarded  that  evening,  and  when 
it  was  delivered  in  London,  on  Monday  the  16th  of  Janu- 
ary, was  deteriorated  in  value. 

The  ten  crates  of  pork,  to  which  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration  referred,  were  delivered  at  the  same  place  about 
half-past  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  19th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1843,  by  Phillips  himself.  He  saw  Williams,  the 
weigher,  and  another  of  the  company's  servants,  and  spoke 
to  them  about  sending  off  the  goods,  but  the  particulars  of 
the  conversation  were  not  stated.  Phillips  said  that  about 
two  years  before  he  had  talked  with  Mr.  Poole,  the  carrying 
agent  of  the  company,  at  the  railway  office,  about  sending 
off  large  quantities  of  pork,  and  Mr.  Poole  said  he  would 
send  word  down  to  the  station  that  he,  Phillips,  had  goods 
coming  down,  and  tell  the  men  to  exert  themselves  to  get 
them  off;  no  particular  time  being  mentioned  at  which 
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Ejreh.  o/pieoi,  they  were  to  be  brought ;  and  Phillips  had  on  farmer  oo* 

^   ^^'  ,     casions  delivered  pork  later  than  seven  o'clock^  which  had 

PicKFORD     been  forwarded  the  same  evening.    The  ten  crates  in  qnes- 

Thi  Grand    tion  did  not  arrive  in  London  until  late  in  the  evening  of 

Railitat^Co    S**^^''^*y  *^®  ^^®^  ^f  January,  by  whidi  a  market  was  lost, 
and  a  considerable  loss  incurred. 

Some  time  before  the  transactions  in  question,  the  de- 
fendants had  put  forth  a  printed  notice,  a  copy  of  which 
was  pasted  upon  a  board,  and  hung  up  over  the  doors  of 
the  goods  station  atWapping,  that  ''all  goods  received 
after  four  o'clock  p.  m.  would  be  forwarded  on  the  next 
working  day/'  Bell  stated  that  he  saw  the  board,  but  did 
not  read  its  contents. 

For  the  defendants,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the  special  con- 
tract alleged  in  the  declaration,  to  forward  the  goods  on 
the  evening  of  the  same  day  on  which  they  were  delivered. 
The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  that  opinion,  but,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel,  left  the  case  to  the  jury ;  and, 
in  summing  up,  stated  to  them  that  he  thought  the  notice 
published  by  the  defendants  overbalanced  the  evidence 
given  for  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  mode  of  dealing  in  respect  to 
such  goods ;  and  that,  in  his  view  of  the  case,  there  was  no 
evidence  of  a  particular  contract  to  forward  the  goods  in 
question  the  same  evening.  The  jury  having  found  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendants, 

Martin,  in  the  early  part  of  this  term,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  or  that 
the  verdict  was  against  evidence. 

Erie  and  Crompton  now  shewed  cause. — The  express 
contract  set  out  in  the  declaration  is,  that  the  defendants 
undertook  to  forward  the  goods  an  the  same  evening ;  but 
no  such  express  agreement,  nor  any  uniform  course  of 
dealing  to  that  effect,  was  established  by  the  evidence. 
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The  question,  however,  whether  there  was  such  a  special  Bsek,  qfpieat, 
contract  as  alleged,  was,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel,  left  to  the  jury;  it  was  a  question  entirely  for 
them  to  determine,  and  they  found  it  for  the  defendants. 
The  utmost  extent  to  which  the  evidence  went  was  to 
shew  a  contract  to  forward  within  a  reasonable  time.  The 
board  fixed  up  over  the  ofiSce  negatived  the  contract  de- 
clared on;  it  was  a  plain  intimation  to  all  persons  who 
wanted  their  goods  forwarded  the  same  evening  of  the 
terms  on  which  that  would  be  done ;  which  terms  were 
not  complied  with  in  this  case  by  the  plaintiffs.  In  par- 
ticular instances,  indeed,  the  defendants  had,  ex  grati&,  de- 
viated from  their  general  rule ;  but  those  cases  afford  no 
evidence  of  the  existence  of  an  express  contract  in  this 
instance.  The  person  who  brings  these  goods  merely  says 
— ''  Is  there  time  ?"  but  there  is  no  proof  of  any  direc- 
tions given  to  him  to  make  inquiries,  or  to  contract  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiffs.  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  the  goods  had 
been  received,  and  brought  half  way,  and  then  lost,  would 
not  the  company  be  liable  ?]  Williams,  the  weigher,  was 
not  an  agent  to  make  such  a  contract  as  this:  Olive  v. 
Eames  (a).  On  a  general  receipt  of  goods,  the  carrier 
would  only  be  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  and  diligence 
in  forwarding  them  within  a  reasonable  time ;  the  question 
therefore  is,  whether  the  evidence  established  an  absolute 
contract  to  carry  on  the  same  evening,  at  all  events  and 
under  whatever  circumstances. 


Martin  [CardweU  with  him),  contra. — ^The  only  question 
in  this  case  really  is,  whether  railway  companies  are  to  be 
placed  in  a  different  condition  from  all  other  carriers. 
Can  it  be  doubted,  that  if  the  same  facts  had  been  proved 
to  have  taken  place  at  one  of  the  old  coach  ofiSces,  the 
coach-proprietors  would  have  been  held  liable  ?    They  are 


(a)  2  Stark.  181. 
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jBireA.  f^PUtu^  bound^  in  the  course  of  their  busineM  aa  canrierB,  by  the 

s^J[™l^     contract  of  the  agent  whom  they  put  forward  as  haTing  the 

PicKPomo      management  of  that  branch  of  their  business.   The  person 

Th«  Geakd    who  is  stationed  to  receive  and  weigh  the  goods  roust  hsfe 

lU^L^i^T  Co.  authority  to  contract  for  the  sending  of  them.     {PoOoA, 

C.  B. — ^It  does  not  appear  that  anybody  else  was  spoken 

to;  and  the  goods  were  undoubtedly  received  on  some 

contract  or  other.]     And  that  at  the  regular  station  fe 

the  receipt  of  goods ;  and  they  were  put  upon  the  trucb 

to  be  forwarded. — He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court,  who 

made  the 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial 


May  2.  Newton  and  Another  t;.  Forsteb. 

The  plaintiffs  UeBT  for  work  and  labour  and  materials,  and  on  an  so- 

writing  to  do  couut  Stated. — ^Pleas,  except  as  to  £40,  parcel  &c.,  nun- 

Sfl^rf^d^*^?'  quam  indebitatus;  as  to  the  said  sum  of  £40,  payment  of 

and  find  the  that  sum  into  Court,  which  was  taken  out  of  Court  by  the 

for  a  fixed  sum!  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  so  much.    The  particulars  of  de- 

S^rttlnlfs'^J.  mand  admitted  the  receipt  of  £10,  and  claimed  the  sum  of 

plied  a  portion  562.  5«.  7d^  as  a  balance.     At  the  trial  before  Lord  ^Mi- 

of  the  mate- 
rials, which  the  geT^  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  the 

oepted,  and'  plaintiffs  proTcd  work  done  to  the  amount  of  67/.  1b.  id. 
used  up  in  the  Tjjg  defendant  put  in  a  written  contract  whereby  the  plain- 
action  for  the  tiffs  agreed  to  do  the  work  and  find  the  materials  for  it,  for 
the  piaintifft :  £55,  and  proved  also,  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  suppUed 
tte  defendant  *  portion  of  the  materials,  to  more  than  the  value  of  £5, 
was  entitled  to  ^hich  the  plaintiffs  had  used  up  in  the  work.     It  was 

deduct  from  the  ^  "^ 

damages  the  thereupon  Contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the  whole  of 
materials  sup-  the  plaintiffs'  demand  was  covered,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
w^nm!i?piMd-  *^  ^  verdict  on  the  issue  of  nunquam  indebitatus.  The 
ing  a  set-off.  Jjori  Chief  Baron,  however,  thought,  that,  as  to  the  mate- 
rials supplied  by  the  defendant,  a  set-off  ought  to  have 
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been  pleaded^  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  Sxeh.  qfPiew, 
£5,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict     v^if^ll^ 
for  him.  Nswtom 


JerviSf  on  a  former  day  in  this  term^  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
accordingly^  citing  Turner  v.  Diaper  {a) ;  against  which 

Cockbum  now  shewed  cause. — Turner  v.  Diaper  is  un- 
doubtedly an  authority  to  shew^  that  where  a  person  is 
employed  to  do  certain  work  for  a  certain  sum,  and  part 
of  the  work  is  afterwards  done  by  the  employer,  the  amount 
of  the  latter  work  is  matter,  not  of  set-off,  but  of  deduc- 
tion. This  is  not  the  case,  however,  of  part  of  the  work 
being  done  by  the  employer,  but  of  materials  found  by  him 
for,  and  used  by,  the  party  employed.  It  is  submitted  that 
that  created  a  debt  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
which  ought  to  have  formed  the  subject  of  a  set-off. 

Pabke,  B. — ^This  is  a  very  clear  point.  The  plaintiffs 
contracted  to  do  the  work  and  supply  the  materials  for 
<£55.  They  have  not  performed  that  contract,  because 
they  have  not  supplied  all  the  materials.  Then  they  agreed 
to  do  other  work,  under  a  fresh  contract  whereby  the  de- 
fendant supplied  materials,  the  value  of  which  amounts  to 
more  than  £5.  That  is  no  cross  demand ;  there  is  no  con- 
tract by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  the  defendant  the  price  of 
those  goods. 

Alderson,  B. — If  you  find  the  cloth  for  your  coat,  the 

tailor  has  no  right  to  charge  you  for  it. 

Bule  absolute. 

(a)  2  Man.  &  G.  241 ;  2  Scott,  N.  R.,  447. 
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Kxeh.  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

May  2.  WARWICK  V.  CoX. 

Debt,  in  £200,  UeBT^  in  £200,  for  work  and  labour  and  materials,  in 

labour,  for  £200  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  in  £200  on  sn 

ST^  ^\iS*  account  stated.    Pleas,  first,  except  as  to  £85,  parcel  fco, 

stated.    Pleaa,  nunquam   indebitatus;   secondly,  except  as  to  the  ssid 

first,  except 

as  to  £35,  par-  aum  of  £86,  parcel  &c.,  payment  before  action  brought; 

debted^  second,  thirdly,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  dE85,  parcel  &c.,  payment 

SdiCaT^a^''  into  Court  of  £87,  in  fuU  satisfaction  of  the  said  sum  of 

eel,  payment  £35^  and  all  damages  for  the  detention  thereof;  fourthly, 

before  action 

brought ;  third,  a  plea  of  sct-off  to  the  wholc  declaration.     At  the  trial 

payment  into'  of  the  causc,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 

^^satisfaction  damages  in  the  declaration,  subject  to  a  reference  of  the 

ofthe  said  sum  cause,  and  all  other  matters  in  difference  between  the 

ofir35,  and 

all  damages  for  parties,  to  an  arbitrator,  who,  by  his  award,  directed  a 

thereof^^foorth,  ^^^^^^^  ^^r  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  but  without  sny 

a  set-off  to  the  damages,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  other  issues. 

whole  declara-  °     ' 
tion.  Thecaose 

lndiff««ic«b?-  ^^^  °°^  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  award 

tween  the  par-  ghould  not  be  set  aside. — First,  the  finding  on  the  first 

ties  were  re-  .                  ,                                                                      ^     ^ 

ferred,  by  order  issue,  without  any  award  of  damages,  is  imperfect  and 

an  arbitrator,  crroneous.     Nominal  damages  should  at  least  have  been 

award^  directed  ^^^^ded.     In  Grout  V.  Gkuier  (a),  which  was  an  action 

a  verdict  for  the  on  the  casc  for  injuring  the  plaintiff's  house  by  remov- 

plaintiff  on  the  .                                        J          B            r                                      J 

first  issue,  ing  the  support  of  the  defendant's  house,  the  defendant 

gp»,  nnd  for^*"  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  a  denial  of  the  right 

***°th*'^''th*°*  to  support ;  thirdly,  payment  of  money  into  Court,  and 

inueti—Heid,  no  damages  ultr^.     The  first  issue  having  been  found  for 

wiis  good ;  that  the  plaintiff,  without  damages,  the  last  for  the  defendant, 

was  righ\*Tn°not  ^"^  *'^®  3^^  having  been  discharged  firom  any  finding  on 

awarding  any  the  sccond,  this  Court  held,  that,  as  the  record  stood,  the 

damages  on  the  . 

first  issue ;  and  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  postea,  and  that,  unless  the 

as*to  the  several  j^'^gG  amended  by  inserting  nominal  damages  on  the  first 

reinignant.'^^^  issue,  a  vcuirc  dc  uovo  must  issue.    Parke,  B.,  there  says, 

(rt)  I  Dowl.  P.  C,  N.  S.,  58. 
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''The  plaintiff  should  apply  to  the  jadge  who  tried  the  Bxek.qfPiea$, 
caose^  to  amend  the  postea  by  inserting  nominal  da-  ^^^' 
mages.  If  that  be  not  done^  the  only  remedy  is  by  a 
Tenire  de  novo.  If  the  jury  thought  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  the  wrongful  act  complained  of,  they  should 
have  found  some  damages ;  not  having  done  so,  they  are 
guilty  of  a  defistult,  and  that  is  a  case  in  which  a  venire 
de  novo  is  awarded.**  So  here,  the  arbitrator  in  effect 
finds  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  beyond  j£36,  and 
he  ought  to  say  how  much.  [Parke,  B. — If  I  am  cor- 
rectly reported  to  have  made  those  observations,  there 
must  have  been  some  defect  in  the  pleas.  The  plea  of 
payment  into  Court  could  not  have  covered  the  whole  de- 
claration, else  it  would  not  have  been  allowed  with  not 
guilty.]  In  Clement  v.  Lewis  (a),  where  the  jury,  on  the 
trial  of  an  action  for  libel,  found  for  the  plaintiff  on  one  of 
the  issues,  and  on  some  of  the  pleas  to  the  other  issue,  but 
without  any  assessment  of  damages,  and  found  for  the  de- 
fendant on  other  pleas  to  the  latter  issue,  in  respect  of 
which  the  plaintiff  afterwards  obtained  judgment  non  ob- 
stante veredicto,  it  was  held,  that  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff was  imperfect  and  void  for  want  of  an  assessment  of 
damages.  [Parke,  B. — ^That  is,  where  the  pleas  found  for 
the  defendant  are  bad  pleas ;  here  they  are  good.  It  would 
be  idle  to  assess  damages  for  the  plaintiff  where  he  is  not 
entitled  to  any.  Alderson^  B. — Where  the  pleas  are  bad, 
the  Court  has  no  means  of  giving  judgment,  and  therefore 
there  must  be  a  venire  de  novo.]  The  jury  or  arbitrator 
ought  to  find  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  damages,  and 
then  the  other  pleas  would  cover  that.  [Parke,  B. — The 
report  of  the  case  of  GrotU  v.  Glasier  in  the  Law  Jour- 
nal (6),  shews  that  the  plea  of  payment  into  Court  did  not 
cover  the  whole  declaration.] 

(a)  3  Brod.  &  B.  297.  530 ;  Frankum  v.  Earl  of  Fal- 

(b)  10  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  Exch.  276.      mouth,  2  Ad.  &  £.  452 ;  4  Nev. 
S«e  Savage  v.  Aihwin,  4  M.  &  W.      &  M.  330. 
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Secondly,  the  finding  of  the  arbitrator  for  the  defendant 
on  the  last  issue  is  repugnant.  He  ought  to  have  found 
the  balance  due  to  the  defendant :  it  is  inconsistent  to  find 
a  set-off  covering  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  in  the 
face  of  a  plea  of  payment  into  Court  of  £35.  That  sum 
at  least  must  be  due  to  the  defendant,  if  the  last  issue  be 
correctly  found  for  him.  [Parke,  B.  — You  say  £35  ii 
necessarily  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  whidi 
the  arbitrator  has  not  found :  but  that  is  not  necessarily  so. 
Suppose  the  action  brought  for  £135,  and  £35  paid  after 
action  brought;  why  might  not  £135  be  due  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  action  brought?] 
Then  the  £35  would  be  a  matter  in  difference.  [Parke,  B. 
— No ;  it  may  have  been  repaid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant  since  the  plea  pleaded,  and  before  the  reference; 
and  that  would  make  all  correct.] 


Per  Curiam, 


Rule  refused. 


Mqy  i. 


Hawkins  v.  Hassell. 
1  HE  declaration  in  this  case  was  delivered  on  the  9th  of 


QoKre,  where 

obuins  a  December  last,  and  was  returned  by  the  defendant,  on  the 

•tay*the°'1^- ^  S^ound  that  no  appearance  had  been  entered ;  but  was  re- 
ceedingsinan    delivered,  the  defendant's  attorney  undertaking  to  enter 

action  on  pay-  ^ 

ment  of  debt  an  appearance.  On  the  13th,  the  defendant  obtained  a 
certidn'tiiBS,*in  judge's  order  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  payment  of  debt 
th^'^l^'^ff'^^  and  costs  in  two  days;  in  default  whereof  the  plaintiff  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  and  issue  execution.  On 
ment  and  iasue  the  16th  of  December,  no  payment  having  been  made  par- 
no^ayment"*^    suant  to  the  Order,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment,  and  gave 

being  made,  the 

plaintiff  signs  judgment  accordingly  •  and  the  defendant  by  his  attorney  attends  the  taxation  of  oosti; 
whether  such  obtaining  of  the  judge's  order,  and  attendance  before  the  Master,  do  not  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  an  irregularity  in  signing  the  judgment  without  first  entering  an  appearaooe. 

A  judgment  so  signed  is  irrtg%£ir  only,  and  the  defendant  must  come  to  the  Court  to  set  it 
aside  promptly  after  he  knows  of  the  irregularity.  And  the  omission,  in  the  bill  of  costs  de- 
liTered  to  him,  of  any  charge  for  entering  an  appearance,  would  be  sofficteot  notke  to  htm  of 
the  irregularity. 
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notice  of  taxation  of  costs.     The  defendant's  attorney  at-  B^h,  ofPieiu, 
tended  the  taxation^  and  execution  issued  for  the  amount     ^      J      . 
found  due  by  the  Master.     On  the  12th  of  March^  the  de-      Hawkins 

mm 

fendant  discovered  that  no  appearance  had  been  entered      Hasskll. 
for  him ;  and  on  the  22nd  of  April,  a  rule  was  obtained  by 
the  defendant  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  subsequent 
proceedings  for  this  irregularity. 

Erie  now  shewed  cause. — The  defendant's  appearance 
by  his  attorney  before  the  Master,  on  the  taxation  of  the 
costs,  made  him  an  actor  in  the  cause,  and  was  a  waiver  of 
the  irregularity  in  signing  judgment  without  an  appear- 
ance having  been  first  entered.  Indeed,  the  defendant,  by 
taking  out  the  summons,  and  compelling  the  plaintiff  to 
accept  an  order,  for  pa}rment  of  the  debt  and  costs,  subject 
to  the  condition  of  his  signing  judgment  on  non-payment, 
sufficiently  waived  any  such  irregularity. 

Knowles  and  Bagley,  contrk. — The  judgment  was  clearly 
irregular  when  signed,  no  appearance  having  been  then 
entered.  The  plaintiff  ought  to  have  compelled  the  de- 
fendant to  perform  his  undertaking  to  appear,  or  to  have 
entered  an  appearance  for  him,  before  signing  judgment : 
but  he  proceeds  in  the  action,  knowing  that  no  appearance 
has  been  entered,  and  after  notice  that  the  declaration  was 
returned  on  that  ground.  And  the  effect  of  the  judge's 
order  is  not  to  make  the  judgment  good,  unless  the  plain- 
tiff first  enters  an  appearance.  The  proceedings  on  the 
roll  would  be  bad  on  error  for  want  of  it.  The  order  can 
only  be  considered  as  equivalent  to  a  cognovit,  and  on 
that  an  appearance  must  be  entered  before  judgment  can 
be  signed,  even  though  it  gives  an  express  authority  to  the 
plaintiff  to  sign  judgment.    Cook  v.  Raven  (a),   Venn  v. 

(a)  1  T.  R.  635. 
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BsKh.  qfPUM,  Cdhert  (a),  Roberts  v.  Spurr  {b),  Watson  t.  Dore  {c),  Bid^ 
.  ^^'  .  ardson  v.  Daly  (d).  [Erie  referred  to  Lloyd  ▼.  KaU  («).] 
Hawkins  [Parke^  B. — ^The  Only  question  is,  whether  the  going  be- 
Hassell.  fore  the  judge  is  not  an  act  done  in  Court  by  the  defimd- 
ant  himself,  which  differs  it  from  the  case  of  a  cognont» 
which  may  be  signed  in  a  distant  part  of  the  country. 
But  is  this,  at  most,  anything  more  than  an  irr^nls- 
rity  ?  and  if  so,  is  it  not  waived  by  lapse  of  time?]  He 
defendant  did  not  know  of  this  defect  until  the  month 
of  March.  On  the  return  of  the  declaration,  he  woaU 
suppose  that  the  plaintiff  would  enter  an  appearance  with- 
out loss  of  time.  [Parke,  B. — He  must  have  known  that 
the  bill  of  costs,  delivered  for  the  purpose  of  the  taxatun, 
contained  no  charge  for  entering  an  appearance.  Thal^ 
however,  did  not  prove  that  the  judgment  was  signed  with- 
out an  appearance  having  been  entered,  because  that  hill 
of  costs  would  not  include  the  costs  of  signing  final  judg- 
ment, nor  of  the  appearance.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
second  bill  of  costs  included  the  costs  of  appearance.] 
That  does  not  appear. 

Parke,  B. — If  that  bill  was  silent  as  to  any  appearance, 
the  defendant  then  knew  that  the  judgment  was  irregolar, 
and  this  application  is  too  late.  The  Masters  say  it  is  the 
universal  practice  to  require  an  appearance  to  be  entered 
before  judgment  is  signed,  and  that  the  coming  into  Court 
before  the  judge,  on  a  summons  for  payment  of  the  debt 
and  costs,  is  not  sufSdent ;  and  that  an  allocatur  would 
never  have  been  given  for  those  costs,  unless  the  Master 
had  been  satisfied,  by  the  bill  of  costs  or  some  statement 
of  the  attorney,  that  an  appearance  was  entered  before 


(a)  4  T.  R.  578.  {d)  4M.&  W.  384. 

(6)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  551.  (e)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  127. 

(c)  2  M.  &  W.  386. 
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judgment.    Let  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  Bxeh.  qf  Pleat, 

whether  that  second  bill  included  a  charge  for  the  costs  of  '  ^ 

appearance.     If  it  did  not,  the  rule  will  be  dischai^ed  Hawkins 

with  costs ;  if  it  did^  the  rule  will  be  absolute,  but  no  ac-  Hassbll. 
tion  to  be  brought. 

Rule  accordingly. 


DUCKITT  V.  SaTCHWELL.  Afatf  4. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  by  an  apprentice  against  where  the 
his  master  for  slanderous  words  imputing  felony  to  the  fknt  piaintifr,  in 
plaintiff.    The  plaintiff  being  an  infant,  his  father  was  ad-  Jl^rff  ?S/„|^ 
mitted,  by  a  judge's  order,  dated  18th  June,  1843,  to  pro-  (ciony,  had 

'    ''      '*      ^  '  .,,  1.  been  admitted 

secute  the  action  as  his  next  finend  and  guardian.  to  proMcntethe 

actional  his 
prodiein  amy, 

Jervis  now  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  ^^JgJ^/*" 
and  the  prochein  amy  to  shew  cause  why  the  latter  should  pointment,  on 

affidavit  that 

not  be  removed,  and  why  the  proceedings  should  not  be  it  had  since 
stayed  until  security  for  costs  were  given,  or  until  a  re-  tha?thcftither 
sponsible  person  was  appointed  in  his   stead,  upon  an  i^d  become  in- 
affidavit,  stating,  that,  since  the  order  had  been  obtained,  it  yean  before, 
had  been  discovered  that  the  father  had  taken  the  bene-  since  carried  on 
fit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act  in  April  1840,  and  had  Hot^nT' 
not  since  carried  on  any  business:  that  the  infant  had  ■•t>«<'«ctorily 

"^  '  shewn  that  he 

been  brought  up  by  a  respectable  tradesman,  who  had  al-  had  used  due 
ways  acted  as  his  guardian,  and  who,  on  the  plaintiff  being  procorTsome 
apprenticed  to  the  defendant,  in  February  1843,  was  a  Jj^^^l^''^'. 
concurring  party  to  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  and  nected  with  the 

plaintiff  to  be 

paid  the  defendant  a  premium  of  jE20. — The  authorities  on  the  prochein 
this  subject  are  conflicting.     In  Doe  d.  Selby  v.  Ashion  (a),  '™^' 
although  the  point  was  not  distinctly  raised,  Buller,  J.,  laid 
it  down  without  qualification,  that  *'  when  an  infant  sues, 


(a)  1  T.  R.  491. 
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Sspek.  qf  Pleat,  the  Court  will  oblige  the  prochein  amy,  or  guardian,  or 
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attorney,  to  give  security  for  costs/'  On  the  other  hand, 
DucKiTT  in  Yartvorth  v.  Mitchell  (a),  the  same  Court  smd — ^^li  we 
Satorwbll.  were  to  hold,  that  the  prochein  amy,  who  in  this  case  hap- 
pens to  be  the  father  of  the  infant,  muat  give  secozity  foi 
costs,  it  would  in  many  instances  absolutely  prevent  an  in- 
fant from  suing,  however  just  his  cause  of  action  miglit 
he"  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  there  the  applioh 
tion  was  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  solely  on  the  ground  of 
an  insolvency  subsequent  to  the  appointment  of  the  pro- 
chein amy.  In  T\tmer  v.  T\tmer  (6),  it  was  stated  in  ar- 
gument, that,  if  the  prochein  amy  be  insolvent,  the  defend- 
ant may  apply  to  the  Court  to  have  a  solvent  prodidn 
amy  named :  but,  in  a  note  to  that  case,  the  editor  dta 
another  of  Squirrel  v.  Squirrel,  where  Lord  Tkurlow  re- 
fused to  remove  the  prochein  amy  of  a  married  woman,  os 
the  ground  that  he  was  in  bad  circumstances.  IRoffe,  B. 
— In  the  case  of  a  suit  in  equity  by  a  feme  covert,  the  de- 
fendant is  certainly  entitled  to  have  a  responsible  person 
appointed  to  sue  on  her  behalf.]  In  an  anonymous  csa^ 
reported  in  1  Marshall,  4,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  said, 
that  an  infant,  who  had  a  good  right  of  action,  was  not  to 
lose  his  cause  because  his  prochein  amy  was  not  a  man  of 
responsibility.  But  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Manm  v.  &r- 
then  (c),  the  same  Court  held,  that  the  insolvency  of  the 
prochein  amy  was  a  good  ground  for  requiring  security  for 
costs.  Perhaps  no  general  rule  can  be  laid  down,  but  it 
is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  exercised 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  In  Watmn 
V.  Fnuer  (rf),  Parke,  B.,  saya— "  It  is  the  duty  of  tbe 
Court,  in  its  discretion,  to  appoint  a  proper  person  to  act 
as  the  prochein  amy  of  an  infant,  when  he  requires  the 
aid  of  one/'    And  the  Court  held  in  that  case,  that  an 


(«)  2  D.  &  R.  4M.  (c)  4  M.  &  P.  215. 

(*)  1  P.  Win*.  297.  (^  8  M.  &  W.  660. 
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uncertificated  bankrapt^  being  in  a  position  in  which  he  Exek.  qf  pUm, 
could  acquire  no  property  for  himself,  was  not  a  proper  ^  '   ^ 

person  to  sue  on  behalf  of  the  infant.  So  here,  the  pro-  Duckitt 
chein  amy  having  been  discharged  as  an  insolvent  debtor,  Satchw.ll. 
there  is  a  very  remote  probability  of  his  having  any  funds 
out  of  which  to  pay  the  costs.  The  Court  will  therefore, 
it  is  hoped,  interpose,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  requiring 
some  bonft  fide  endeavour  to  be  made  to  procure  a  solvent 
party  in  his  place. 

Badeley  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance,  and  pro- 
duced an  affidavit  of  the  prochein  amy,  stating  his  belief 
that,  if  he  were  not  permitted  to  prosecute  the  action,  the 
infant  would  be  wholly  without  remedy,  and  his  reputation 
would  in  consequence  be  destroyed,  as  the  deponent  knew 
no  one  in  better  circumstances  than  himself  who  could  be 
asked  to  become  responsible  for  the  costs ;  and  that  he  be- 
lieved himself  to  be  fully  able  to  meet  the  responsibilities 
which  might  be  cast  upon  him  by  the  proceedings  in  this 
action. — In  the  first  place,  it  is  clearly  settled  that  the  po- 
verty or  insolvency  of  a  plaintiff  is  no  ground  for  requiring 
him  to  give  security  for  costs :  Ross  v.  Jacques  (a) ;  neither 
is  his  bankruptcy,  unless  where  he  is  suing  merely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  assignees :  Wray  v.  Brown  (i).  [Parke,  B. 
— ^There  is  no  doubt  of  that ;  on  the  other  hand,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  appointment  of  the  prochein  amy  can- 
not be  by  himself,  but  must  be  the  act  of  the  Court,  exer- 
cising its  discretion ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  if  the 
fact  had  been  made  known  to  the  Court,  at  the  time  of 
this  person's  appointment,  that  he  was  a  discharged  insol- 
vent, all  of  whose  property  is  liable  to  be  taken  by  his 
assignees,  they  would  have  made  the  appointment.  Un- 
doubtedly there  may  be  cases  of  importance  to  the  infant, 
in  which  it  may  be  fit  that  he  should  be  allowed  to  have 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  135.        (b)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  271;  8  Scott,  557. 
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Esch,  of  Pleas,  his  father  as  his  prochein  amy.]  This  is  an  action  for  a 
'  ^  grievous  personal  wrong,  affecting  the  character  and  pros- 
DuoKtTT  pects  in  life  of  the  infant;  and  it  may  be  an  absolute  de- 
8ATCHWBLL.  uial  of  justicc  to  him  if  this  application  succeed.  It  is  not 
so  probable,  in  such  a  case,  that  he  will  be  able  to  get  any 
other  person  to  come  forward  as  procbein  amy,  as  it  would 
be  in  an  action  on  a  contract  to  recover  money:  [AUermm, 
B. — ^Your  affidavit  does  not  say  he  has  applied  to  anybody. 
Pollock,  C.  B. — Nor  does  it  disclose  anything  as  to  his  con- 
dition or  connexions.  Rolfe,  B. — For  aught  that  appean, 
he  may  have  brothers,  or  uncles,  or  firiends,  who  would  be 
unexceptionable.]  It  is  submitted  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  state  any  of  those  matters.  The  case  of  WaU(m  ?. 
Fraser  lays  it  down  distinctly,  that  the  father  is  the  proper 
and  natural  guardian  of  every  infimt,  and  as  such  ought 
always,  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  appointed  to  act  as  his 
prochein  amy.  [Parke,  B. — If  you  can  make  it  out  that 
the  rule  to  guide  the  discretion  of  the  Court  is,  that  the 
father  is  to  be  appointed  without  inquiry  into  his  circum- 
stances, then  you  are  right.]  Yarworth  v.  Mitchell  ap- 
pears to  go  that  length ;  and  the  authority  of  that  case  is 
not  impeached  by  Mann  v.  Berthen,  because  there  the  in- 
fant was  attempting  to  sue,  not  by  prochein  amy,  but  by 
a  guardian,  who  was  no  relation  to  him.  [^Pollock,  C.  B. 
— Yarworth  v.  Mitchell  was  a  case  of  insolvency  subsequent 
to  the  appointment ;  it  is  a  different  case  if  the  prochein 
amy  has  been  improperly  appointed  in  the  first  instance.] 
The  Court,  in  their  discretion,  appear  always  to  have  con- 
sidered that  the  father  was  the  proper  person  to  be  ap- 
pointed. If  an  action  like  this  is  to  be  postponed  until 
the  infant  comes  of  age,  the  greatest  injustice  may  follow; 
not  only  the  witnesses  may  die,  but  his  character  may  be 
ruined  in  the  meantime. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — In  questions  of  this  kind,  the  conflict 
must  always  be  between  hardship  to  the  defendant  on  the 
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one  hand^  and  a  denial  of  justice  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  ^ch,  o/PUoi, 

other.     I  quite  go  along  with  Mr.  Badeley's  observations^     ^     ^      . 

as  to  the  injustice  which  might  arise  from  delaying  the       Duckitt 

suit,  especially  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the  plaintiff^s    Satchwsll. 

character  is  deeply  involved ;  but  the  affidavit  of  the  father 

does  not  disclose  any  facts  from  which  the  Court  might 

conclude  that  he  had  used  due  diligence  to  procure  any 

other  responsible  substitute,  but  only  states  his  belief  that 

he  shall  not  be  able  to  find  any.    Under  the  circumstances, 

we  think  the  appointment  ought  to  be  vacated,  with  liberty 

to  the  plaintiff  to  apply  by  summons,  to  be  served  on  the 

defendant's  attorney,  to  substitute  another  prochein  amy, 

if  a  responsible  person  can  reasonably  be  found ;  or  if  not, 

to  re-appoint  the  father;  for  which  purpose  this  rule  will 

be  enlarged. 

The  other  Barons  concurring. 

Rule  enlarged  accordingly. 


ShERWIN  V,  SwiNDALL.  May  7. 

XBESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  In  trnpasi  for 
dwelling-house,  breaking  the  outer  door  thereof,  and  seiz-  entering  t^ 
ing  and  taking  away  his  goods. — Plea,  not  guilty.     At  jj^^*^ 
the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  fixing  and 

,  111       taking  away  hie 

went  to  the  plaintiff's  house  m  order  to  take,  under  the  goods,  the  evi- 

process  of  the  county  court,  certain  goods  which  he  sup-  theTe^dant 

posed  to  be  there ;  that,  being  refused  admittance,  he  threat-  J^^^'^g 

ened  to  break  into  the  house,  and,  notwithstanding  a  under  the  pro- 
cess of  a  countj 
ooart,  certain 
goods  supposed  to  be  there ;  that,  being  refused  admittance,  he  broke  opeathe  outer  door  with  an 
axe,  after  a  warning  not  to  do  so,  entered  the  house,  and  took  away  certain  goods  of  the  plaintiff: 
— Meldt  that  this  was  a  case  in  which  the  judge  had  power,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s. 
2,  to  certify  that  the  trespass  was  **  wilful  and  malicious,''  so  as  to  give  the  plaintiff  his  fuU 
costs,  the  damages  found  by  the  jury  being  under  40#. 

VOL.  XII.  F  F  P  M.  W. 
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Bsfeh.o/PUM,  caation  finam  the  plaintiff's  soa  not  to  use  any  Tiolenoe, 

^   ^      ^    procnred  an  axe,  broke  open  the  onter-door,  and,  having 

Shbrwin     got  into  the  house,  insisted  on  searching  a  bed-room,  in 

SwiNOALL.     which  he  declared  the  goods  to  be;  and  eommitted  the 

other  grievances  complained  ofl    The  jorjr  found  a  verdict 

for  the  plaintiff,  with  20*.  damages;  whereopon  the  learned 

Judge  certified,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2,  thsl 

the  trespass  was  "  wilful  and  malicious,''  in  order  to  give 

the  plaintiff  his  costs ;  intimating,  at  the  same  time,  some 

doubt  whether  it  could  be  conndered  to  be  nuiUcioms,  within 

the  meaning  of  that  act. 

Whateley  having  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
certificate  should  not  be  set  aside, 

Martin  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  question  turns  on  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  recent  statute,  3  &  4  Vict 
c.  24,  the  second  section  of  which  gives  the  Judge  power, 
on  the  trial  of  an  action  of  trespass,  to  certify  that  the  tres- 
pass was  '*  wilful  and  malicious,"  and  thereby  to  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  enacting  part  of  that  clause,  whidi 
deprives  plaintiffs  in  trespass  of  their  costs  if  the  damages 
recovered  are  less  than  409.  The  words  "  wilful  and  mali- 
cious/' in  this  statute,  ought  to  receive  the  same  construc- 
tion which  has  been  put  upon  them,  as  used  in  the  stat  8 
&  9  Will.  3,  c.  11,  s.  4;  which,  ''for  the  preventing  of  wilful 
and  malicious  trespasses,"  enacted,  that,  in  all  actions  of 
trespass  commenced  after  the  25th  March,  1697,  in  any  of 
the  Courts  at  Westminster,  ''  wherein,  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  it  shall  appear  and  be  certified  by  the  Judge,  undo 
his  hand,  upon  the  back  of  the  record,  that  the  trespass 
upon  which  any  defendant  shall  be  found  guilty  was  wilful 
and  malicious,  the  plaintiff  shall  recover,  not  only  his  da- 
mages, but  full  costs  of  suit,  any  former  law  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  On  the  construction  of  this  sta- 
tute, it  has  been  held,  that  a  trespass  afternotice  is  a  wilfol 
and  malicious  trespass,  in  respect  of  which  the  Judge  ought 
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to  certify :  Reynolds  v.  Edwards  (a) .    [Parke,  B. — I  thought  Exch,  <^PI€m, 
at  the  trial,  that  I  ought  to  put  upon  the  late  act  the     .   ^      ^ 
same  coDstruction  as  upon  the  statute  of  William  III. ;  but      Shbrwin 
I  had  not  then  looked  at  the  third  section,  which  throws     Swindall. 
some  doubt  upon  it.     I  certainly  did  not  think  there  ap- 
peared to  be  any  personal  malice  or  ill-will  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant ;  it  was  only  a  violent  and  unauthorized  act.] 
The  third  section  provides,  that  nothing  in  the  act  con- 
tained shall  be  construed  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs 
in  any  action  for  a  trespass  to  land,  &c.,  "  in  respect  of 
which  notice  not  to  trespass  therein  shall  have  been  pre- 
viously served  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  owner  or  occupier  of 
the  land  trespassed  over,  upon,  or  left  at  the  last  reputed 
or  known  place  of  abode  of,  the  defendant  in  such  action.'' 
That  section,  however,  may  have  an  independent  operation 
given  to  it :  viz.,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  trespass  after  the 
service  of  such  written  notice  as  is  mentioned  therein,  the 
Judge  shall  certify  for  costs;  whereas,  under  the  second 
section,  he  has  a  discretion.    But  a  '^  wilful  and  malicious'' 
act,  according  to  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  terms,  means 
no  more  than  a  wrongful  act  intentionally  committed,  with- 
out lawful  excuse :  2  Stark.  £vid.  673.      In  Bromide  v. 
Prosser  {b),  Bayley,  J.,  defines  the  legal  meaning  of  the 
word  fnalice.     He  says :  '^  If  I  give  a  perfect  stranger  a 
blow  likely  to  produce  death,  I  do  it  ofmaUce,  because  I 
do  it  intentionally,  and  without  just  cause  or  excuse.    If 
I  maim  cattle,  without  knowing  whose  they  are ;  if  I  poi- 
aon  a  fishery,  without  knowing  the  owner;  I  do  it  q/* 
malice,  because  it  is  a  wrongftil  act,  and  done  intention- 
ally.    If  I  am  arraigned  of  felony,  and  wilfully  stand  mute, 
I  am  said  to  do  it  of  malice,  because  it  is  intentional,  and 
without  just  cause  or  excuse ;  and  if  I  traduce  a  man,  whe- 
ther I  know  him  or  not,  and  whether  I  intend  to  do  him 
an  injury  or  not,  I  apprehend  the  law  considers  it  as  done 

(a)  6  T.  R.  11.  (6)  4  B.  fir  C.  247 ;  6  D.  &  R.  296. 
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MMtk,  ofPiets,  of  malice^  because  it  is  wrongfol  and  intentionaL''  [Parke, 
.  ^^'.  ^  B.— In  Fo9ier  t.  Pointer  (a),  thU  Court  held  that,  in  the 
SBxmwiw  case  of  a  Ubel,  the  word  '' malidoos/'  in  the  statute,  had 
SwiNDALL.  reference  to  personal  malice  or  ill-wilL]  In  Wood&U'i 
Landlord  and  Tenant  (Harrison's  edit.,  p.  723),  an  anony- 
mous case  is  cited  which  much  resembled  the  present  It 
was  an  action  of  trespass  by  a  pauper  against  the  overseen 
of  the  poor,  for  entering  his  house  and  taking  away  hii 
bed.  It  was  proved,  that,  on  the  defendants  entering  tbe 
house,  the  plaintiff  desired  them  to  go  away,  notwithstand- 
ing which  they  persevered  in  accomplishing  their  purpose : 
Heath,  J.,  ruled,  that  this  was  a  wilful  and  malicious  trespass 
within  the  8  &  9  Will.  8,  c.  11,  s.  4,  and  certified  accord- 
ingly. [Parke,  B. — All  the  difficulty  arises  firom  the  third 
section.  According  to  the  strict  construction  of  that  sec- 
tioD,  there  must  be  some  reason  assigned  on  the  record,  in 
order  to  tax  the  plaintiff  his  costs.  There  must,  therefore, 
be  a  suggestion  on  the  record  of  the  notice  in  writing; 
which,  according  to  the  recent  decision  of  this  CJourt  (i), 
would  be  traversable,  and  might  be  tried  at  the  next  sa- 
sizes :  imless  the  section  is  to  be  construed  as  making  it 
imperative  on  the  judge  to  certify  in  that  case,  while  it  it 
discretionary  in  others.]  The  second  section  having  vested 
the  discretion  generally  in  the  judge,  the  legislature  has, 
by  the  third  section,  provided  for  a  particular  case  of  a  wil- 
ful and  malicious  act,  in  which  the  judge  shall  have  no 
discretion,  but  the  plaintiff  shall  have  his  costs  at  all  events : 
but  this  does  not  affect  the  legal  construction  of  the  pre- 
vious section,  which  ought  to  be  the  same  as  has  been  put 
upon  the  statute  of  William  III. 

Whateley  and  Flood,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^No  doubt 
there  are  two  kinds  of  malice — malice  in  law,  and  mahce  in 
fact ;  the  former  being,  as  has  been  said  on  the  other  side, 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  395.  (h)  Woimm  t.  QmUer,  11  M.  ft  W.  760. 
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where  a  wrongful  act  is  done  without  lawful  excuse.    But  Sxeh,  o/PUoi, 
it  is  submitted,  that  the  statute  of  Victoria  gives  the  power  '   ^ 

of  certifying  only  in  the  case  of  malice  in  fact— of  personal  Shrrwin 
ill-will  to  the  plaintiff*.  There  are  no  early  decisions  on  Swikdall. 
the  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  1 1;  all  the  previous  cases  are  cited  in 
Good  V.  JVatkina  (a),  and  it  seems  that  the  judges  con- 
sidered themselves  bound  by  the  authorities  to  certify 
where  the  trespass  was  committed  after  notice.  But  the 
decisions  on  this  subject  before  the  statute  of  Victoria  are 
inapplicable.  It  is  clear  that  the  framer  of  the  Srd  section 
of  that  act  thought  that  the  word  "  malicious/'  in  the  2nd 
section,  meant  malicious  in  the  ordinary  sense,  and  there- 
fore provided  for  a  particular  case  of  mere  wilful  trespass. 
[Pollock,  C.  B. — It  seems  to  me,  that  the  object  of  that 
section  was  merely  to  intimate  that  the  legislature  did  not 
mean  to  interfere  with  the  statute  of  William  III.,  or,  at 
least,  with  the  construction  which  had  been  put  upon  it.] 
Foster  v.  Pointer  is  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of  the 
construction  now  contended  for. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  I  consider  that  the  strict  point  which  is 
to  be  determined,  on  the  report  of  my  Brother  Parke,  is 
whether,  where  there  is  notice  not  to  do  an  act  of  trespass, 
and  it  is  done  in  spite  of  that  notice,  the  judge  has  power 
to  certify,  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s.  2,  that  the 
trespass  was  wilful  and  malicious.  I  consider  that  the 
judge  had  such  power,  under  the  stat.  8  &  9  Will.  3,  c.  11 ; 
but  I  cannot  help  making  a  remark  on  the  line  of  argu- 
ment which  has  been  adopted.  The  case  of  Foster  v.  Poin^ 
ter  has  been  pressed  as  an  authority  for  excluding  the 
power  to  certify,  unless  there  was  personal  malice.  I  can- 
not go  along  with  that  view  of  the  case.  Malice  is  of  two 
kinds — malice  in  law,  and  malice  in  fact.  But  malice  in  fact 

(a)  3  East,  495. 
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Brek,  of  Pleat,  is  also  of  two  kinds :  namely^  personal  malice  against  the 
.  ^'  .  individaal ;  and  that  sort  of  general  disn^ard  of  the  right 
Shxrwin  consideration  due  to  all  mankind,  which  may  not  be  per- 
SwiNOALL.  sonally  directed  against  any  one,  but  yet  may  well  be  called 
malice  in  fact.  Faster  ▼.  Pomier  was  the  case  of  a  Ubdy  in 
which  there  must  always  be  malice  t»  law;  and  if  thers 
were  malice  m  fcxt  at  all,  it  could  only  be  malice  against 
the  individuaL  But,  in  a  case  like  the  present^  it  appesrs 
to  me  that,  without  personal  malice,  the  act  may  be  so 
Tiolent  and  outrageous  as  to  be  considered  wilful  and  ma- 
licious, so  as  to  enable  the  judge  to  certify  under  the  sta- 
tute of  Victoria.  I  must  protest  against  construing  an  act 
of  Parliament,  which  has  a  plain  and  definite  object,  with 
jreference  to  a  clause  put  in  at  the  end  of  it  for  a  particular 
purpose.  The  object  of  this  act  is  plain;  it  is  plainly 
pointed  out  by  the  preamble;  and  I  think  it  clear  that 
the  third  section  was  introduced  only  to  prevent  its  being 
supposed  that  the  statute  interfered  with  that  of  WiUiam 
III.  I  have  made  these  observations  in  order  that  it  wxf 
not  be  imagined  that  I  accede  to  the  argument  used  at 
the  bar :  but,  on  the  narrow  ground  that  in  this  case  no- 
tice was  given,  and  that  the  judge,  therefore^  could  deal 
with  it  under  the  statute  of  William  III.,  I  think  this  role 
ought  to  be  discharged. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  the  trial, 
the  point  I  intended  to  reserve  was  this : — I  thought  the 
act  done  by  the  defendant  was  not  malicious  in  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  the  word ;  that  is,  that  there  was  no  personal 
malice ;  but  I  thought  it  was  ''  wilful  and  malicious,''  ac* 
cording  to  the  construction  put  upon  the  statute  of  Wit 
liam  III.,  as  being  a  trespass  committed  after  notice ;  and 
I  meant  to  give  the  certificate  on  that  ground,  if  I  bad 
power  to  do  so,  under  the  statute  of  William  III.  and  that 
of  Victoria  taken  together.  That,  therefore,  is  the  ques- 
tion for  the  Court  now  to  determine;  and  I  am  of  opinioQ 
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that,  on  the  true  construetion  of  those  acts  taken  toge-  Bxeh,tfPi9a9^ 
ther,  I  had  such  power.  There  would  be  no  question  at  ^  ^  ^ 
all  upon  the  matter^  but  for  the  3rd  section  of  the  stat.  of  Sbsbwin 
Victoria.  The  preamble  of  that  act  does  not  recite  the  SwiNOiox. 
statute  of  William  IIL^  but  only  the  statutes  of  43  Eliza- 
beth and  22  &  23  Car.  2,  which  are  in  part  repealed. 
Then  comes  this  enactment,  in  sect.  2 : — ''  that,  if  the 
plaintiff  in  any  action  of  trespass  or  trespass  on  the  case, 
brought  or  to  be  brought  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  Courts 
at  Westminster,  &c.,  shall  recover  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
less  damages  than  44».,  such  plaintiff  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  or  obtain  from  the  defendant,  in  respect  of  such 
verdict,  any  costs  whatever,  whether  it  shall  be  given  on 
any  issue  or  issues  tried,  or  judgment  shall  have  passed  by 
default,  unless  the  judge  or  presiding  officer  before  whom 
such  verdict  shall  be  obtained  shall  immediately  afterwards 
certify  on  the  back  of  the  record  &c.  that  the  action  was 
really  brought  to  try  a  right,  besides  the  mere  right  to  re* 
cover  damages  for  the  trespass  or  grievance  for  which  the 
action  shall  have  been  brought,  or  that  the  trespass  or 
grievance  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought  was 
wilful  and  malicious,'^  Coupling  these  words  with  the  pro« 
vision  of  the  8  &  9  Will.  8,  c.  11,  s.  4,  the  only  alterations 
made  are,  that  the  certificate  must  be  given  immediately, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  is  totally  deprived  of  costs,  instead  of 
obtaining,  as  under  the  statute  of  William  III.,  no  more 
costs  than  damages.  These  are  the  only  alterations  made 
by  necessary  implication  in  the  statute  of  William  III. ;  so 
far,  therefore,  the  judge  had  clearly  power  to  certify,  if  the 
trespass  were  committed  after  notice,  according  to  the 
construction  put  upon  the  8  &  9  WilL  3.  It  is  clear  from 
the  cases,  that  originally  the  judges  considered  themselves 
absolutely  bound  to  certify  in  all  cases  where  the  trespass 
was  after  notice ;  but  the  true  construction  of  the  statute 
is  that  which  is  stated  by  the  judges  in  the  case  of  Good  v, 
WathinSf  and  which  is  now  put  upon  it :  namely,  that  the 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,  judge  has  a  discretion  in  the  matter,  althongli  that 
.    ^^^^'  .     tion  will  generally  be  exercised  in  £aTonr  of  the  phiintiffy 
Sberwin      where  notice  has  been  given.    We  are  now  to  consider 
SwiNDALL.     what  is  the  effect  of  the  3rd  section  of  the  statute  of  Vic- 
toria.    Very  probably  the  object  of  the  framer  of  that 
clause  was  that  which  has  been  stated  by  my  Lord:  name- 
ly,  to  prevent  the  4th  section  of  the  8  &  9  WilL  8,  c.  11, 
from  being  inoperative.  But,  if  so,  the  dause  is  not  happily 
expressed;  for  it  applies  only  to  one  case  provided  for  by 
the  statute  of  William  III. :  namely,  that  of  a  written  notice 
served  upon  or  left  at  the  last  reputed  or  known  place  of 
abode  of  the  defendant,  leaving  unaffected  the  case  of  s 
verbal  notice,  or  of  a  notice  posted  up  upon  the  land. 
There  is  some  difficulty  in  putting  a  construction  upon 
this  section.     One  interpretation  of  it  may  be,  that,  where- 
ever  a  notice  in  writing  has  been  given,  the  plaintiff  shaD 
be  entitled  to  full  costs  without  any  certificate,  although 
the  amount  of  damages  be  less  than  40f . ;  but,  if  so,  unless 
the  fact  of  the  notice  appeared  on  the  £bu»  of  the  declara- 
tion, it  would  seem  that  there  must  be  a  suggestion  on  the 
record  for  that  purpose,  which,  according  to  the  recent  de- 
cision of  this  Court,  the  defendant  would  be  at  libertv  to 
traverse.     Or  the  meaning  may  be,  that  it  shall  be  im- 
perative on  the  judge  to  certify  where  a  written  notice  has 
been  given,  whereas  in  other  cases  it  is  discretionazy. 
Probably,  in  order  to  avoid  the  inconvenience  of  the 
former  decisions,  the  latter  is  the  true  construction ;  bat, 
without  deciding  that  point,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the 
statute  of  Victoria  leaves  the  statute  of  William  III.  wholly 
untouched,  except  in  the  particular  case  mentioned  in  the 
8rd  section,  i.  e.,  of  a  trespass  committed  after  a  written 
notice ;  and,  therefore,  that  I  was  fully  authorized,  by  the 
statute  of  William  III.  and  that  of  Victoria  taken  together, 
to  grant  this  certificate.   With  respect  to  the  case  of  Foder 
V.  Pointer,  the  distinction  pointed  out  by  my  Lord  between 
that  case  and  the  present  is  perfectly  satiafieu^tory ;  that 
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being  a  case  in  which  the  act  is^  in  law,  always  malicious,  Bxek.qf  Pleas, 
and  therefore  the  words  of  the  statute  can  only  apply  to     ^     ^'   ^ 
personal  malice  against  the  individual.  Shsrwin 

V. 
SWINDALL. 

Alderson^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  second 
section  of  the  3  &  4  Vict,  deprives  the  plaintiff  of  costs, 
where  the  damages  recovered  are  under  40^.,  unless  the 
judge  shall  certify  that  the  trespass  or  grievance  was  wilful 
and  malicious.  That  section  is  applicable  to  two  kinds  of 
trespass :  viz.,  trespass  vi  et  armis,  and  trespass  on  the  case. 
Now,  with  respect  to  the  former,  the  statute  of  William  III., 
and  the  decisions  upon  it,  have  established  that  that  is  to 
be  considered  a  wilful  and  malicious  trespass,  which  is  com- 
mitted without  authority,  and  after  notice.  But  with  re- 
spect to  grievances  which  are  the  subject  of  actions  on  the 
case,  there  has  been  no  series  of  decisions ;  and  the  case  of 
Foster  v.  Pointer  seems  to  confine  the  meaning  of  the  term 
''  malicious,^'  in  such  cases,  to  something  of  a  personal  ob- 
ject. I  do  not  see  why  the  two  constructions  may  not  well 
stand  together.  In  the  case  of  a  libel,  it  would  be  absurd 
to  say  that  the  term  "  malicious  '^  should  be  construed  in 
the  same  way  as  in  the  case  of  a  trespass.  A  libel  is  not 
published  after  notice;  in  that  case,  therefore,  the  certificate 
must  depend  upon  the  existence  of  something  more  than 
mere  malice  in  law,  which  is  always  implied  in  the  case 
of  libel;  the  judge  must  be  satisfied  that  something  more 
appears,  beyond  the  mere  commission  of  a  wrongful  act 
done  without  lawful  excuse.  That  is  all  that  was  meant  to 
be  decided  in  the  case  of  Foster  v.  Pointer,  and  I  adhere  to 
that  decision,  and  to  the  reasons  given  for  it. 

RoLPE,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  the  only 
observation  I  will  add  is  this ;  that,  unless  this  be  a  case 
wherein  the  judge  may  certify,  this  follows,  that  although 
a  party,  without  authority,  and  after  notice,  has  come  and 
committed  a  wilful  injury  to  another  to  the  amount  of  39^., 
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Bxeh.  o/Pieoi,  the  latter  will  be  substantially  without  remedj.  The  case  of 


'   ^     Foster  v.  Pointer  was  decided  with  reference  to  the  argn- 

Shbbwin      ment  which  was  there  used  at  the  bar,  that  the  judge  had 

SwiNDALL.     no  power  to  certify  where  malice  appeared  on  the  face  of 

the  record^  as  it  must  do  in  the  case  of  libel ;  to  which  the 

Court  said^  that^  in  such  a  case,  the  word ''  malicious  "  most, 

therefore^  mean  something  more  than  that. 

Rule  discharged. 


May  2.       NICHOLAS  Perry   and  Susannah  his  Wife  v.  Richakd 
Mitchell^  administrator  of  John  Mitchell^  deceased. 

By  sabmissioii,  XJEBT. — The  declaration  stated^  (in  substance),  that  the 


pUin^ff  and  plaintiff  Susannah  Perry  was  one  of  the  next  of  kin  of  John 
?wh  "^  5*  rTnext  Mitchell,  deceased,  who  died  intestate,  and  the  plaintiff 
of  kin,  and  en-   Nicholas  was  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  effects  of  the  said 

titled  to  distri-  ,         ,  ... 

butive  shares  of  Johu  Mitchell,  in  right  of  his  said  wife ;  that  differences 
wtatB)M?the  ^^^  disputes  had  arisen  between  the  plaintiffs,  and  divers 
defendant,  the    other  persons,  and  the  defendant,  as  to  the  amount  and 

administrator  '^  '  ' 

and  also  one  of  value  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  John  MitcheU, 

the  next  of  kini 
reciting,  (inter 

alia),  that  the  estate  of  the  deceased  consisted  of  debts  doe  to  hhn  at  his  death,  farm-stock,  cattle, 
com,  com  in  the  ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  household  goods,  and  fiinutare,  and  oiker 
^eettj  and  that  differences  had  arisen  as  to  their  value,  whidi  tibe  parties  had  agreed  to  refer 
to  arbitration;  the  said  parties  agreed  that  all  and  every  claim,  demand,  controTersy, differeooe, 
and  dispute  between  the  several  parties  thereto,  concerning  the  matters  and  things  before  mea- 
tioned,  or  in  relation  thereto,  should  be  paid,  settled, and  adjusted  according  to  the  arbitniMat 
of  two  persons  named.  By  the  award,  aifter  reciting  the  submission,  the  arbitrators  found  and 
awarded  that  the  defendant,  as  administrator,  at  the  date  of  the  submission,  bad  monies,  6na- 
stock,  cattle,  corn,  com  in  the  ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  household  goods,  and  fonii- 
ture  of  the  intestate  in  his  hands  to  be  administered,  to  the  value  of  j^29,  independently  of 
any  debts  owing  to  the  intestate ;  that  the  defendant  should  retain  j6fl40,  found  to  be  owing  Is 
him  from  some  of  the  parties,  and  £^b  to  pay  the  rent  and  taxes  of  certain  tenements  w&di 
were  in  the  intestate's  occupation  at  his  death ;  that  he  should  be  entitled  to  set  off  ;^]5,  doe  to 
him  from  the  plaintiff,  against  his  distributive  share ;  and  that  he  should,  at  a  certain  time  md 
place,  pay  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  their  several  distributive  shares  of  the  intestate'f 
estate,  first  retaining  his  own  share  and  the  above-mentioned  sums  of  money  ;  and  that  they 
should,  if  required,  execute  releases  to  the  defendant:— £^e/<f,  in  an  action  on  this  award,  thst 
it  was  sufficiently  final,  although  it  did  not  expressly  award  as  to  any  *'  other  effects"  thanthoie 
specificallv  mentioned  in  it,  nor  as  to  the  amount  of  the  debts  due  to  the  estate,  nor  as  to  tbe 
amount  of  the  distributive  shares  payable  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  parCias  to  tbs  sobnusBM : 
— it  not  being  shewn  by  plea  that  there  were  other  effects,  and  that  the  am9unt9  of  the  debts  or 
distributive  shares  were  matters  in  difference. 
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which  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  kB  adtaii-  Bjech.  qfPUa», 
nistrator  thereof;  and,  in  order  to  prevent  litigation,  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant,  and  the  said  other  persons,  by  a 
certain  agreement  in  writing,  made  between  the  defendant, 
therein  described  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin  and  admini- 
strator  of  the  goods  &c.  of  John  Mitchell,  deceased,  of  the 
first  part ;  Nicholas  Perry  and  Susannah  his  wife,  of  the 
second  part;  J.  Glanville,  of  the  third  part;  T.  R.,  L  B., 
&c.,  of  the  fourth  part ;  it  was  mutually  agreed,  that  e?ery 
daim,  demand,  controversy,  question,  difference,  and  dispute 
which  had  arisen,  or  should  thereafter  arise,  between  the 
several  parties  thereto  respectively,  touching  or  concerning 
(amongst  other  things)  the  matters  and  thinga  in  relation  to 
thfiir  said  several  shares,  claims,  or  demands,  in,  to,  upon,  or 
out  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  John  Mitchell, 
deceased,  should  be  paid,  settled,  and  adjusted  in  every 
respect  according  to  the  award  of  G.  L.  and  I.  P.  The 
declaration  then  alleged,  that  the  arbitrators  made  their 
award  of  and  concerning  the  premises  so  referred  to  them, 
and  thereby  awarded,  that  the  plaintiff  Nicholas  was  in- 
debted to  John  Mitchell,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in 
the  sum  of  j£15;  and  further  found  and  awarded,  that 
the  defendant,  as  such  administrator,  at  the  day  of  the 
date  of  the  said  agreement,  had  monies,  fiirm-stock,  cattle, 
oom,  com  in  the  ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  house- 
hold goods  and  furniture,  which  were  of  John  Mitchell 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  his  hands  to  be  administered, 
to  the  value  of  929/.  Gs.  9d.,  independently  of  any  debt  or 
debts  which  might  have  been  due  or  owing  to  the  said 
John  Mitchell  at  the  time  of  his  death;  and  the  said 
arbitrators  further  awarded,  that  the  defendant,  as  such 
administrator,  should  be  entitled  to  set  off  the  said  sum  of 
£15  against  the  distributive  share  of  the  effects  of  John 
Mitchell,  to  which  the  plaintiff  Nicholas  was  entitled  in 
right  of  his  wife ;  and  they  further  awarded,  that  the  de* 
fendants  should  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  their  distributive  shares 


1844. 
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Rxek.qf  Pleat,  of  the  $aid  momes,  ifc,  and  that,  upon  payment  thereof^ 

the  plaintiffs  should  give  the  defendant  a  general  lelease. 
The  declaration  then  averredj  that  the  distributive  share 
to  which  the  plaintiff  Nicholas  was  entitled  in  right  of  Us 
wife  amounted  to  the  sum  of  £100,  and  assigned  as  a  bread 
the  non-payment  of  that  sum. 

The  plea  set  out  the  submission  and  award  in  hsec  verbs, 
concluding  with  a  verification.  The  submission  recited, 
(amongst  other  things),  that  some  of  the  parties  were 
brothers  and  sisters,  and  the  others  were  nephews  and 
nieces,  of  the  deceased ;  that  the  estate  and  effects  of  the 
deceased  consisted  of  debts  due  and  owing  to  him  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  farm-stock,  cattle,  com,  com  in  the 
ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  household  goods  and 
furniture,  and  other  effects ;  that  differences  of  opinion  had 
arisen  between  the  defendant  and  the  several  parties 
thereto  of  the  fourth  part,  as  to  the  value  of  the  said  fsmi- 
stock,  cattle,  com,  &c.,  which  had  come  to  the  hands  of 
the  defendant  as  administrator,  and  that  the  parties  of  the 
second,  third,  and  fourth  parts  had  mutually  agreed  to 
submit  all  matters  in  dispute,  in  any  manner  relating  to 
the  premises,  to  arbitration.  It  then  witnessed,  that  the 
defendant  and  the  said  other  parties  agreed  with  each 
other  ^'  that  no  proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity  should  be 
commenced  or  prosecuted,  but  that  all  and  every  claim,  de- 
mand, controversy,  question,  difference,  and  dispute  which 
had  arisen,  or  should  thereafter  arise,  between  the  several 
parties  thereto,  respecting,  touching,  or  concerning  the 
matters  and  things  thereinbefore  mentioned,  or  in  relation 
thereto,''  should  be  paid,  settled,  and  adjusted  according  to 
the  arbitrament  of  two  arbitrators  named.  The  award 
which  was  made  ''  touching  and  concerning  the  matters  in 
difference  to  the  arbitrators  referred  as  aforesaid'^  recited 
the  submission,  and,  after  awarding  respecting  certain 
debts,  and  that  the  plaintiff  Nicholas  was  indebted  to  the 
deceased  in  the  sum  of  £15,  proceeded  thus: — ^''And  we 


r\ 
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do  find^  awards  and  determine,  that  the  said  Richard  Back,  qfPieoi, 
Mitchell,  as  such  administrator  to  the  estate  and  effects  of 
the  said  John  Mitchell,  deceased,  at  the  date  of  the  said 
recited  agreement,  had  monies,  farm-stock,  cattle,  com, 
oom  in  the  ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  household 
goods  and  furniture,  which  were  of  the  said  John  Mitchell, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  his  hands  to  be  administered, 
to  the  value  of  929/.  6s,  9d,y  independently  of  any  debt  or 
debts  which  might  have  been  due  and  owing  to  the  said 
John  Mitchell  from  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever. 
And  we  do  order,  award,  and  determine,  that  the  said 
Bichard  Mitchell  shall  be  entitled  to  retain,  out  of  his 
said  assets  now  in  his  hands,  the  said  sum  of  j£l40,  which 
we  find  to  be  owing  to  him  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  the  sum 
of  j£65,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  and  discharging  the 
rent,  rates,  tithes,  and  taxes,  of  all  those  tenements  called 
Mitchells  Cookworthy,  and  Beath's  Cookworthy,  situate 
in  the  parish  of  Milton  aforesaid,  which  were  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  said  John  Mitchell  at  the  time  of  his  decease. 
And  we  award,  order,  and  determine,  that  the  said  Richard 
Mitchell,  as  such  administrator  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  set  off  the  sum  of  £15,  which  we  find  to  be  owing 
from  Nicholas  Perry,  against  the  distributive  share  to  which 
he  is  entitled,  in  right  of  his  wife,  of  the  effects  of  J.  Mit- 
chell. And  we  do  further  order,  award,  and  determine, 
that  the  said  Richard  Mitchell  shall  and  do,  on  the  8rd  day 
of  December  next,  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  Robins  &  Sons, 
solicitors,  Tavistock,  between  the  hours  of  ten  and  eleven 
of  theclock  in  the  forenoon,  pay  to  the  said  Nicholas  Perry, 
Susannah  his  wife,  J.  Glanville,  &c.,  (naming  the  several 
parties),  their  several  distributive  shares  of  the  clear  residue 
of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  John  MitcheU, 
deceased,  first  retaining  unto  himself,  the  said  Bichard 
Mitchell,  his  own  distributive  share  of  the  clear  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  John  Mitchell^ 
deceased,  left  after  the  full  payment  of  all  the  just  and 
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Bjeeh.  qfPieoi,  lawful  debts  of  the  said  John  Mitchell,  deceased,  and  <rf  the 
^^^'  ^  several  sums  hereby  ordered  by  us  to  be  paid;  andj  at  the 
Pbrrt  same  time  and  place,  hand  oyer  and  deliver  to  the  tsid 
MiTCHBLL.  Nicholas  Ferry  the  several  deeds  and  papers,  now  in  the 
custody  of  the  said  Bichard  Mitchell,  relating  to  the  titk 
of  the  said  Nicholas  Perry  to  certain  premiaea  in  the  said 
parish  of  Milton,  and  which  were  lodged  with  the  said 
John  Mitchell,  deceased,  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  a 
certain  sum  of  money.  And  we  do  further  order,  awaid, 
and  direct,  that,  upon  payment  of  the  said  several  sums,  the 
several  and  respective  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be 
paid,  shall  and  do,  if  thereunto  required,  execute  at  their, 
his,  or  her  own  costs  and  charges,  unto  the  said  Bichaid 
Mitchell,  a  general  release  of  all  claims  and  demands  at  law 
and  equity  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  John  Mitchell,  deceased. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  canse,  that  the  plea 
neither  confesses  and  avoids,  nor  denies  the  matter  alleged 
in  the  declaration. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  Term,  {January  22),  by 

Hugh  Hill,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.-^— [He  argued  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  form,  and  that  it 
ought  to  have  concluded  with  a  special  traverse  of  the 
making  and  publication  of  the  award ;  and  cited  Gisbonn 
V.  Hart  (a),  and  Muniz  v.  Foster  {b) :  but,  in  the  course  of 
the  argument,  this  objection  was  waived.] 

Secondly,  the  award,  and  the  declaration  founded  on  it, 
are  good.  The  award  recites  the  submission,  and  purports 
to  be  made  *^of  and  concerning  the  premises;"  and  the 
submission  shews  that  the  subject-matter  of  dispute  be- 
tween the  parties  was  ^^  the  value  of  the  farm-stock,  cattle, 
com,  corn  in  the  ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  house- 
hold goods  and   furniture,  and   other  effects,   of  John 

(a)  5  M.  &  W.  58.  (d)  7  Scott,  N.  R.,  471. 
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Mitchell  deceased^  which  had  come  to  the  hands  of  the  Bxek.^fpiem, 
defendant  as  administrator/'    Then  the  arbitrator,  by  his 
awards  finds  the  value  of  such  farm-stock  and  eflTects^  and 
directs  that  the  defendant,  at  a  certain  place  and  time, 
shall  pay  to  the  several  parties  entitled  their  several  dis- 
tributive shares  thereof.     That  is  a  sufficient  adjudication 
upon  the  matters  in  difference.    Where  a  submission  was 
of  all  matters  in  difference,  an  award  of  a  certain  sum 
to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  on  their 
banking  account,  and  for  which  sum  the  plaintiffs  were  to 
give  the  defendant  a  release,  has  been  held  sufficient: 
Ingram  v  JtBlnes  (a).     [Parke,  B. — ^The  objection  is,  that 
the  award  ought  to  have  directed  how  much  was  to  be 
distributed  to  each  of  the  parties.]     The  law  will  supply 
that :  the  Statute  of  Distributions  will  point  out  the  share 
each  is  to  receive.    It  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any 
dispute  as  to  the  amotmt  of  the  distributive  shares;  if  there 
was,  that  should  have  been  shewn  by  plea.    If  the  award 
be  certain  on  the  face  of  it,  uncertainty  will  not  be  as- 
sumed against  it:  Ckvrgey  v.  Aitcheson  (6).     [Alderson,  B. 
— ^In  that  case  there  was  an  award  of  a  sum  certain.] 
Where,  upon  a  submission  concerning  all  controversies 
relating  to  a  certain  voyage,  the  award  directed  that  one 
of  the  parties  should  pay  his  share  of  the  expenses  of  the 
voyage,  and  allow  in  account  his  proportion  of  the  loss 
which  should  happen  to  the  ship  during  the  voyage,  this 
award  was  held  good,  on  the  ground  that  those  expenses 
and  repairs  might  be  reduced  to  a  certainty :  Boll.  Abr., 
jtrbitremeni,  (H.  14).     [Akkrson,  B.  —  Could  an  action 
be  maintained  on  such  an  award  as  that  ?]     It  is  appre- 
hended that  it  could.    If  the  declaration  alleged  that  the 
total  amount  of  loss  was  so  much,  and  the  total  amount 
of  expenses  so  much,  that  would   be  sufficient,  unless 
it  were  shewn  by  plea  that  there  were  controversies  as 

(a)  8  East,  445.  (b)  2_B.  &  Cr.  170 ;  S.  C,  2  Bing.  199. 
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Bxck,  of  Pleat,  to  those  amoQuts.   An  award,  that  two  persons  should  pay 

a  debt  in  proportion  to  the  shares  they  held  in  a  certain 
ship,  (the  rates  of  their  shares  not  being  a  subject  <rf  dis- 
pute), was  held  suflBciently  certain :    fFohlenberg  v  Lage- 

man  (a). 

Dickinson,  contra. — ^There  is  an  obvious  distinction  be- 
tween this  case  and  that  cited  from  Boll.  Abr.  There 
the  disputes  were  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  only; 
here  the  interests  of  various  third  parties  are  concerned. 
This  award  is  uncertain,  in  the  first  place,  for  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  adjudication  as  to  the  effects^  the  subject  of 
the  submission.  It  appears  from  the  recital,  that  there 
were  **  other  effects,^'  the  value  of  which  the  arbitrator  hn 
not  determined.  The  term  ''other  effects''  must  import 
effects  ejusdem  generis:  Clark  v.  Gaskarih  (Jb).  Monies 
are  not  effects  within  the  statute  11  G^.  2,  c.  19,  as  not 
being  goods  ejusdem  generis,  in  respect  of  which  a  mon^ 
value  can  be  determined.  It  appears  that  there  were 
two  leasehold  tenements  of  the  intestate,  which  might  it 
well  be  comprised  under  the  term  ''effects''  as  money. 
A  leasehold  above  the  value  of  6/.  would  be  bona  nota- 
bilia,  to  be  administered.  The  award,  therefore,  does  not 
shew  on  the  face  of  it  that  the  arbitrator  has  found  the 
value  of  all  the  personal  estate  and  effects  which  hsd 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  administrator. 
Again,  according  to  the  submission,  the  arbitrator  wit 
to  find  the  value  of  the  estate  which  had  came  to  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  as  administrator;  whereas  the 
award  only  finds  the  value  of  what  he  had  m  his  hands. 
[Parke,  B. — "To  be  administered:"  therefore  anything 
which  he  had  improperly  disposed  of  would  be  included. 
The  award  follows  the  usual  form  of  a  plea  of  pleni  ad- 
ministravit.     Another  objection  is,  that  it  appears  that 

(a)  6  Taunt.  255.  (6)  8  Taunt  431. 
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certain  debts  were  owing  to  the  intestate,  but  the  arbitra-  Bxeh.  qfPUa*, 

tor  has  omitted  to  find  their  amonnt.    The  award  is  bad, 

also,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  the  amount  of 

the  distributive  shares  of  each  of  the  next  of  kin.    The 

cause  of  action  arises  upon  an  award  in  respect  of  a  matter 

in  difference  as  to  the  distributive  shares,  and  that  matter 

has  not  been  finally  or  certainly  determined. 

Huffh  Hill,  in  reply. — The  controversy  may  have  been 
merely  as  to  the  time  in  which  the  defendant  should  pay 
the  distributive  shares,  and  not  at  all  as  to  their  amount; 
and  the  rule  of  law  is  applicable,  that  no  intendment  shall 
be  made  against  an  award,  where  its  validity  or  invalidity 
could  be  put  beyond  doubt  by  an  allegation  of  the  other 
party. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — ^The  question  in  this  case  arose  upon  a  spe- 
cial demurrer  to  a  plea,  and  was  argued  during  the  last 
term.  The  declaration  was  in  assumpsit  on  an  award,  by 
which  the  defendant,  the  administrator  of  one  John  Mit- 
chell, deceased,  was  ordered  to  pay,  at  a  certain  time,  to 
the  plaintiffs.  Perry  and  wife,  the  wife's  share  under  the 
Statute  of  Distributions ;  and  the  breach  assigned  was  the 
non-payment  of  that  share.  The  plea  stated  the  submis- 
sion and  the  award  fully,  and  was  demurred  to  specially, 
on  the  ground  that  it  neither  denied  nor  confessed  the  al- 
legations in  the  declaration.  Mr.  HiU,  however,  in  the 
course  of  his  argument  for  the  plaintiffs,  waived  that  objec- 
tion ;  and  the  question  to  be  decided  by  the  Court  is,  whe- 
ther, comparing  the  award  and  the  submission  as  set  out 
in  the  plea,  the  award  is  bad. 

The  agreement  of  submission  is  between  Richard  Mit- 
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jl^A.  *f  Pum^  chelly  the  defiendant,  ooe  of  the  acxt  of  kin  aad  idmini- 
.^^a^^L^    ttntoroftlie  deeeMedyOf  tklnlpnt;  tlieplaiiiti^ 

i^sur  the  lecond  put ;  Jouuu  GknTflfe,  of  die  third  put ;  and 
UncmtLu  William  MitdieD,  the  phintiffi  the  aid  Joumm  Glannlk^ 
Robert  Callacot,  and  otheim,  of  the  fiieith  part,  which  lait- 
mentioned  parties  are  leeited  to  be  entitled  eadi  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  effects  of  the  said  John  Mitchdl  under  the 
Statute  of  Distributions;  and  redtii^  that  the  said  Jolm 
Mitchell  died  intestate  on  or  about  the  7th  day  of  Novem- 
ber then  last,  and  that  the  said  defendant  was  his  admini- 
strator, and  that  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  deceased 
consisted  of  debts  due  and  owing  to  the  said  deceased  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  fSum-stock,  cattle,  com,  com  in  the 
ground,  implements  of  husbandry,  household  goods  and 
furniture,  and  other  effects,  and  that  the  said  defendant  re- 
sided for  a  great  number  of  years  with  the  said  deceasedi 
and  alleged  that  he  superintended  his  farm  daring  his  re- 
sidence, and  claimed  a  debt  as  due  and  owing  to  him  firom 
the  estate  of  the  said  deceased,  as  a  remuneration  for  his 
services ;  and  that  the  said  Joanna  Glanville  alleged  that 
she  resided  many  years  with  the  said  deceased  as  his  house- 
keeper, and  the  said  Joanna  Glanville  claimed  a  debt  doe 
to  her ;  and  that  the  defendant  alleged  that  there  were  doe 
to  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  from  some  one  or  more  of  the 
said  parties,  certain  sums  of  money ;  and  that  differences 
of  opinion  had  arisen  between  the  said  defendant  and  the 
several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  fourth  part,  as  to  the 
value  of  the  mdfarm^tock,  cattle,  com,  com  in  the  ground, 
implements  of  husbandry,  household  goods  and  furniture, 
and  other  ^ects  of  the  deceased,  which  had  come  to  the 
hands  of  the  said  defendant  as  administrator,  and  that  the 
said  sereral  parties  of  the  fourth  part  disputed  the  ssid 
defendant's  claim,  and  also  that  of  Joanna  GlanTille,  and 
that  various  disputes  and  differences  had  suisen  by  and 
between  the  said  parties  thereto  re^ectivelj,  rdk/tre  totk 
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premises,  and  proceedings  at  law  and  in  equity  had  been  Exch.  qf  Pleas, 
threatened  against  the  defendant ;  but,  in  order  to  prevent 
litigation^  the  said  defendant^  and  the  parties  thereto  of 
the  second^  thirds  and  fourth  parts  respectively^  had  mutu- 
ally agreed  to  submit  all  matters  in  dispute,  in  any  manner 
relating  to  the  premises,  to  arbitration  in  manner  therein- 
after mentioned :  all  the  parties,  by  that  agreement,  mutually 
agreed,  that  no  proceedings,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  should 
be  commenced,  but  that  all  and  every  claim,  demand,  con- 
troversy, question,  difference  and  dispute,  which  had  arisen 
or  should  thereafter  arise  between  the  said  parties  thereto 
respectively,  touching  or  concerning  the  matters  and  things 
thereinbefore  mentioned,  or  in  relation  thereto,  should  be 
settled  according  to  the  arbitration  of  certain  arbitrators. 

The  plea  then  states  the  award,  which  is  made  "  touching 
and  concerning  the  matters  in  difference  to  the  said  ar- 
bitrators referred  as  aforesaid ;"  and  which  awards,  first, 
that  the  said  deceased  was  indebted  to  the  said  defendant 
in  the  sum  of  j£140,  and  that  he  was  not  indebted  to  the 
said  Joanna  Glanville  in  any  sum  of  money ;  that  the  said 
plaintiff  Nicholas  Perry  was  indebted  to  the  said  deceased 
in  the  sum  of  £15,  and  that  it  was  still  unpaid;  and  then 
proceeds  as  follows : — ''  And  we  do  find,  award,  and  de- 
termine, that  the  said  R.  Mitchell,  as  such  administrator, 
at  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  recited  agreement,  had 
monies,  farm-stock,  cattle,  corn,  com  in  the  ground,  im- 
plements of  husbandry,  household  goods  and  furniture, 
which  were  of  the  said  John  Mitchell  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  in  his  hands  to  be  administered,  to  the  value  of 
929/.  6s,  9d.,  independently  of  any  debt  or  debts  which 
might  have  been  due  and  owing  to  the  said  John  Mitchell 
from  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever.  And  we  do  order 
and  determine,  that  the  said  Richard  Mitchell  shall  be  en- 
titled to  retain,  out  of  the  said  assets  now  in  his  hands,  the 
STun  of  £140,  which  we  find  to  be  owing  to  him  as  aforesaid, 

a  G  Q  2 
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RM€k,9/PiemB^  and  also  the  sum  of  £65,  for  the  purpose  ot  psying  and 
^^^'        discharging  the  rent,  rates,  tithes,  and  taxes  ot  eertain 


premises  which  were  in  the  ooeopation  of  the  said  John 
Mitchell  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  bnt  are  now  in  the  oc- 
cupation oi  the  said  Bidbard  Mitchell/*  The  arlntraton 
proceed  to  award,  that  the  defendant  shall  be  entitled  to 
set  off  the  said  som  id  £15  owing  firom  the  said  plaintiff 
Nichdas  Peny  against  the  distribntife  share  to  which  he 
is  entitled,  in  right  of  lus  wife,  of  the  effects  of  the  said 
deceased;  and  they  then  proceed  to  award,  that  the  said 
defendant  shaU  and  do^  on  the  8id  day  of  December  thai 
next,  pay  the  said  Nicholas  Perry  and  Snsanna  his  wife, 
and  others  of  the  fourth  part,  their  sereral  and  reqpectife 
distributife  shares  of  the  dear  lendue  of  the  personal 
estate  and  effects  ci  the  said  deceased,  first  retaining  mtto 
himself  his  own  distributive  share  of  the  said  dear  residue 
<^the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  thessid  John  Mitchell 
deceased,  and  of  the  several  snmstherdiy  ordered  by  theiD 
to  be  paid. 

The  objections  made  to  the  award  were,  that  it  was  not 
final;  first,  because  it  did  not  ascertain  the  value  of  d7  the 
estate  come  to  the  defendant's  hands  at  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  it  omitting  any  valuation  of  ike  effects,  or  of  the 
farm  which  it  was  said  the  deceased  held  at  the  time  al  hit 
death,  the  outgoings  of  which  the  defendant  was  to  pay ; 
secondly,  because  the  award  did  not  state  how  much  the 
debts  amounted  to;  nor,  thirdly,  how  much  was  the  plain- 
tiff's distributive  share.  Upon  the  first  view  of  this  award, 
aome  of  the  objections,  particularly  the  last,  seemed  to  be 
entitled  to  great  weight ;  but,  upon  consideration,  we  think 
none  of  them  can  be  supported  upon  the  present  plead- 
ings. 

This  award  is  expressly  made  i/  amd  comeermmg  ike  pre- 
mises submitted  to  the  arbitrators.  The  rule  on  this  subject 
is  distinctly  laid  down  in  the  second  resolution  in  Ba^poUi 
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case  {a),  and  is  this :  "  That,  where  it  appears  by  the  award  Bjeeh.  of  Pleas, 
that  it  was  made  de  prsemissis,  these  words  imply  that  the 
arbitrator  had  made  an  arbitrement  of  all  that  had  been 
referred  to  him,  and  so  it  shall  be  intended,  until  the  con- 
trary be  shewn  and  alleged  by  the  other  party.''  And 
Lord  Holt  says  {b),  that  ''  alleging  the  award  to  be  de  et 
super  prsemissis,  supplies  all  averments.''  This  rule  has  been 
always  followed,  and  was  extended  to  cases  where  these 
words  do  not  occur,  in  Grcty  v.  Gwermap  (c),  and  was  acted 
upon  in  the  case  of  Cargey  v.  Aitcheson  {d)^  which  was  re- 
lied upon  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  argument  of  this 
case.  The  application  of  this  rule  to  the  present  case 
answers  all  the  objections.  The  award  does  dispose  of  all  the 
matters  in  difference  specially  mentioned ;  and  under  the 
general  reference  of  all  matters  in  difference  relative  to 
the  premises,  we  must  intend  that  the  arbitrators  have 
awarded  on  all  submitted  to  them. 

First,  the  arbitrators  have  ascertained  the  yalue  of  the 
farm-stock,  cattle,  com,  corn  in  the  ground,  &c.,  and  also 
the  monies  received  by  the  defendant  at  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  and  we  cannot  intend  that  there  were  any 
other  ^^  effects  "  besides  the  farm-stock  and  other  enume- 
rated articles.  As  to  the  objection,  that  the  intestate  had 
a  farm,  because  the  outgoings  are  ordered  to  be  paid  by 
the  defendant,  the  answer  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  had  any  farm  or  estate  in  the  land  in  his  occupation 
which  could  be  valued,  but  that  he  occupied  merely. 

Secondly,  it  must  be  intended  that  there  was  no  dif- 
ference as  to  the  amount  of  the  debts,  because  it  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  agreement,  nor  stated  in  the  pleadings, 
that  there  was  any. 


(fl)  8  Rep.  98  a.  {d)  2  B.  &  C.  170 ;  3  D.  &  R. 

(6)  Ld.  Rayra.  533.  433. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  106. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleat,      Thirdly,  it  is  in  like  manner  not  to  be  intended  that 
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there  was  any  dispute  as  to  the  amount  of  the  distributive 
share  of  the  plaintiff  in  right  of  his  wife,  nor  of  any  of  the 
other  parties  of  the  fourth  part.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed 
that  their  degree  of  relationship,  and  consequently  their 
aliquot  portions  of  the  intestate's  estate,  were  not  pre- 
viously ascertained,  nor  that  the  amount  of  debts  due  from 
the  intestate,  as  well  as  of  those  due  to  him,  was  not  undis- 
puted, and  we  must  assume  that  the  only  question  submit- 
ted, besides  those  specially  described,  was  whether  the 
defendant  was  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  bound  to  pay  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  other  claimants  then  admitted,  p<M^ 
tions  of  the  sum  found  by  the  award  to  be  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  after  paying  the  undisputed  debts  of  the 
intestate,  and  those  found  to  be  due  to  the  particular  cre- 
ditors named  in  the  award.  Upon  this  supposition,  the 
award  gives  a  cause  of  action  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  sub- 
mission of  that  difference  amounts  to  an  agreement  to  pay 
if  the  arbitrators  order  it;  and  if  the  supposition  is  incor- 
rect, and  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's  share,  or  any  other 
matter  supposed  to  be  admitted,  was  really  in  dispute,  the 
defendant  should  have  shewn  that  by  plea,  and  the  award 
would  in  that  case  have  been  bad.  But,  in  the  absence  of 
a  plea,  that  other  matters  were  in  difference  than  those 
which  are  adjudicated  upon,  we  think  the  award  good. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Exeh,  qf  Pleas, 
1844. 

Wilton  and  Another  v.  Snook.  j^^    ^ 

X  HE  plaintiff  declared  in  debt^  claiming  70/.  98.  &d.,  for  The  plaintiff 
goods  sold  and  delivered^  for  work  and  labour  and  materials^  for  goods  lold, 
for  money  paid,  and  for  money  due  on  an  account  stated;  foi'^f^^^ 
giving  credit  to  the  defendant  for  payment  of  38/.  10*.  8rf.,  gi^tog  credit  to 

**        \  _  _      _.      .  ^  ^  *   the  defendant 

part  thereof,  and  alleging  non-payment  of  the  residue  for  payment  of 

thereof,  to  wit,  3Ii  18«.  9rf.;  and  delivered  with  this  de-  part  tiiereof, ' 

claration  particulars  of  demand,  merely  claiming  the  sum  *"*^  »"<«»«§? 

of  31/i  18«.  9rf.  generally  as  a  balance.     Subsequently  fur-  t^c  residne, 

ther  particulars  were  delivered  under  a  Judge's  order,  which  and  delivered 

stated  various  items  of  claim,  amounting  to  70/.  9*.  5rf.,  JlJnitiontMir- 

with  this  general  credit  at  the  foot : — '^  Cash  on  account,  ?*^5  5i*'"", 

°  '   ing31/.18tf.9J. 

88/.  10*.  id"    The  defendant  pleaded  nunquam  indebi-  generally  as  a 
tatns,  upon  which  issue  was  joined,  and  notice  of  trial  was  ther  particulars 
given  for  the  second  sittings  in  London  in  last  Hilary  Term.  qn,^tJydeuVered 
Owing  to  the  pressure  of  business  at  those  sittings,  the  nnderaJudge'a 

.     ,  order,  shewing 

cause  was  made  a  remanet;  but  before  the  next  sittings,  items  of  claim 
the  plaintiffs  obtained  leave  to  amend  the  declaration  and  70/^^.  5I, 
particulars  on  payment  of  costs,  the  defendant  pleading  '^fj?!!^ 
de  novo;  and  thereupon  withdrew  the  record,  and  de-  foot  of  "cash 
livered  an  amended  declaration  and  particulars,  claiming  38/.  lOt.  %d:' 
the  sum  of  31/.  18«.  9rf.,  and  giving  no  credit.  The  de-  J^^^'^^e^^^^ 
fendant  pleaded  thereto  payment  into  court  of  29/.  %8.  9rf.,  ii»debted;  issue 

'^  ^  '^  ^  ^     ^        was  joined,  and 

and  nunquam  indebitatus  as  to  the  residue.     The  plaintiffs  notice  of  trial 
took  out  the  money  paid  into  court  in  satisfaction  of  the  sittings'in 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration.    On  the  taxation  of  costs,  ^JIJJ'JJ^^o?*' 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  be  allowed  the  expenses  of  pre-  business,  the 

.  .  .  cause  was  made 

paring  for  trial,  viz.  the  record,  the  briefs,  counsel's  fees,  a  remanet. 

Before  the  next 
sittings,  the 
plaintiff  obtained  an  order  to  amend  the  declaration  and  particulars  on  payment  of  costs,  the 
defendant  pleading  de  noTo,  and  thereupon  withdrew  the  record,  and  deliTcred  an  amended  de- 
claration and  particulars,  claiming  31/.  18«.  9</.,  and  giving  no  credit.  The  defendant  pleaded 
payment  into  court  of  29/.  8«.  9</.,  and  never  indebted  as  to  the  residue :  and  the  plaintiff  took 
out  the  money  paid  into  court  in  satisfaction  of  the  causes  of  action: — Heldf  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitied,  on  taxation,  to  the  costs  of  briefs,  fees,  witnesses, 
or  attendance  in  court  for  the  trial,  but  only  to  the  costs  incurred  by  him  up  to  the  joinder  of 
issue. 
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Bsek.  qfPietu,  witnesses^  and  attendance  in  court.     The  Master^  however^ 
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disaUowed  these  costs^  and  gave  his  allocatur  for  8/.  Ss.  6d., 
WiLTOK  the  costs  incurred  by  the  plaintiffs  up  to  the  joinder  of 
Snook.       issue.    A  rule  having  been  obtained  to  review  the  taxation, 

Hugh  HiU  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that,  inas* 
much  as  the  amendment  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffi, 
and  introduced  a  new  case,  to  which  the  former  evidence 
would  be  inapplicable,  they  ought  not  to  have  the  costs  of 
proceedings  which  that  amendment  shewed  to  have  been 
altogether  unnecessary, 

Prideaux,  contra. —The  plaintiffs  have  paid  the  costs  of 
the  amendment,  and  they  are  now  entitled  to  all  those 
costs  to  which  they  would  have  been  entitled,  if,  instead 
of  the  cause  being  made  a  remanet,  it  had  been  tried, 
and  they  had  recovered  the  amount  afterwards  paid  into 
court.  The  defendant  might  equally  have  paid  it  into 
court  in  the  first  instance.  The  amendment  was  only 
made  ex  abundanti  cautel&,  in  consequence  of  the  decision 
in  Morris  v.  Jones  (a),  and  the  defendant  cannot  have  been 
prejudiced  by  it.  [Parke,  B. — He  might  have  had  a  good 
defence  to  the  original  declaration.  Alderson,  B. — Surely 
you  ought  not  to  have  the  costs  of  preparing  to  try  a  cause 
of  action  which,  by  amending  the  declaration,  you  admit 
to  be  bad.]  By  paying  money  into  court,  the  defendant 
admits  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  good  cause  of  action  to  that 
amount. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  rule  must  be  dischai^ed.  The 
plaintiffs  must  take  the  consequences  of  having  amended 
their  declaration.  The  defendant  had  a  right  to  plead  de 
novo  to  the  declaration  when  amended,  and  he  did  so  in 
the  manner  he  would  most  probably  have  pleaded  origin- 
ally, if  the  record  had  been  in  the  same  state. 

(a)  1  Q.  B.  397 ;  1  G.  &  D.  13. 
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Parke,  B. — The  plaintiffs,  by  amending,  admit  that  Bjpch.qf Pleas, 


they  had  before  no  case  to  go  to  trial  with ;  and  it  would 
be  great  injustice  to  allow  them  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  the  costs  they  were  put  to  in  preparing  to  establish  a 
cause  of  action  which  they  have  since  abandoned.  After 
the  cause  has  been  made  a  remanet,  the  plaintiffs  amend 
their  declaration,  and  put  their  case  upon  a  different  foot- 
ing. To  the  case  so  amended,  the  defendant  admits  that 
he  has  no  answer,  and  pays  money  into  court,  and  no  issue 
remains.  Under  such  circumstances,  how  can  the  plaintiffs 
be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  proceedings  which  are  not  ap- 
plicable to  the  present  state  of  the  record  ? 

Alderson,  B. — If,  at  the  time  when  the  amendment  was 
applied  for,  the  defendant  had  stipulated  that  he  should  be 
allowed  to  pay  money  into  court,  it  seems  to  me  that  he 
would  have  had  good  ground  to  ask  for  the  costs  he  had 
been  put  to  in  preparing  for  trial. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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Lace  v.  Adamson.  May  7. 

1  HE  Court,  having  gone  through  the  bar,  were  entering  Where  a  rule  b 

.  drawn  up  to 

upon  the  new  tnal  paper,  when  shew  cause 

peremptorilj 
on  a  da  J 

Fooie  moved  to  make  absolute  a  rule  which  had  been  Mmcd,itniay 

be  made  abao- 

drawn  up  to  shew  cause  peremptorily  to-day,  if  the  Court  lute  aa  soon  as 
thought  he  was  entitled  now  to  do  so,  and  was  not  bound  g^ne  through 
to  wait  untU  the  rising  of  the  Court.    And  Sl^.^  S^ 

for  such  pur- 
pose,  to  be  oon- 

Per  Curiam. — ^You  are  entitled  to  make  the  rule  abso-  sidered  to  be 

lute  now;  for  the  purpose  of  motions,  this  is  to  be  con-  the  Court. 

sidered  to  be  the  rising  of  the  Court. 

Bule  absolute* 
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Eseh.o/PlHU, 
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Maif  3.         Whitmore  and  SmiMOK,  Asngneet  €i  Shuet  and  An- 
other, Bankmptoy  v.  Gilmoue. 

AMompfit  hj     Assumpsit.— The  declaration  sUted,  that  the  defend- 
^J^i^'if    »»*^  »<*«'  ^^^  bankmptcy,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintilli, 


bftokroDU,  for  |^  assignees,  in  £50,  for  work  and  labour  done  and  ms- 
BMteriAU  Dfo-  terials  provided  by  them  as  snch  assignees,  and  for  goodi 
goodi'foid  bj     *old  ^^^  delivered,  money  paid,  interest,  and  on  an  acconnt 

tbetn,  as  as-        atotpd 

action  wai  Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

coTerthe price  The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abrnger,  C.  B.,  at  the 
SS°^'ck  London  Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  when  the  foUow- 
offby  the  bank-  {„»  appeared  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case.     The  action  wm 

rnpta  for  the  o     rr 

defendant.  The  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  whom  was  the  official 
by^e^^d!^  assignee,  and  the  other  the  assignee  of  the  creditors,  tore- 
mnttoAcbank.  ^  ^j.  ^^^  ^j^^  defendant  the  sum  of  Je26,  for  certain  en- 

mpts  after  the  ' 

act  of  bank.  graviugs  struck  off  by  the  bankrupts  for  the  defendant 
fore  the  issuing  The  fiat  was  issued  on  the  2l8t  of  June,  1841,  and  the 
xtur^efitx  official  assignee  was  appointed  on  the  23rd  of  June,  and 
the  bankmpu    ^j^g  creditors'  assignee  on  the  6th  of  July.     The  order  for 

applied  to  one  ,      °  " 

of  the  plaintiffs,  the  work  was  given  by  the  defendant  after  the  act  of  bank- 
petitioning  ere-  ruptcy,  but  before  the  fiat ;  and  part  of  the  work,  to  the 

ditor,  for  cxtcut  of  3/.  15*.,  was  executed  between  the  act  of  bank- 

money  to  com*  * 

piete  the  work  ruptcy  and  the  fiat.     The  amount  of  work  done  after  the 

and  receiTcd  appointment  of  the  creditors'  assignee  was  6/.  IO9.     It  ap- 

money!  out  of  pcared,  that,  after  the  fiat,  the  bankrupts  applied  to  the 

which  the  paper  plaintiff  Surmou,  who  was  then  the  petitioning  creditor, 

the  completion  for  money  to  finish  the  work  in  question,  and  out  of  this 

Part  of'the  money  the  paper  was  bought  to  complete  the  defendant's 

7*^'^edbe^'"  ^^^^*    Some  evidence  was  given, that  the  presses  used  by 

the  fiat,  a  part  the  bankrupts  formed  a  portion  of  the  bankrupts'  property, 

and  before  the 

appointment  of  the  creditors'  assignee,  and  the  remainder  after  the  appointBent  of  the  cn£- 
tors'  assifDee.    The  above  action  baring  been  bronght  bv  the  olBdal  and  the  creditors' 

and 


•Htldf  that  there  was  no  ground  for  a  nonsuit,  and  that  the  •■s^peca  were  entitled  lo 
recover  the  whole  amount,  the  contract  being  entire,  and  the  erideBce  dfeewiog  the  work  to  hsre 
been  completed  by  the  bankrupts  m  their  vgents. 
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which  passed  to  their  assignees.    It  was  contended  for  Exeh.qfPUa9, 
the  defendant,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  re-     ^   ^      ^ 
cover  in  this  form  of  action  for  any  work  done  or  materials     Whitmorb 
supplied  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  creditors'  as-      Gilmoub. 
signee,  or,  at  least,  before  the  issuing  of  the  fiat,  as  the 
work  could  not  be  said  to  have  been  done  by  them  in  the 
character  of  assignees.    The  learned  Judge  refused  to  non- 
suit, and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
22/.  hs, ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  6/.  10^.,  the 
amount  of  the  work  done  subsequently  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  creditors'  assignee. 

James  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly 

Peacock  now  shewed  cause. — ^There  is  no  ground  for  en- 
tering a  nonsuit.  The  assignees  having  provided  money 
for  the  bankrupts  to  do  the  work  for  them,  the  bankrupts 
became  agents  for  them,  and  the  assignees  were  in  fact 
doing  the  work  by  the  bankrupts.  There  was  evidence, 
therefore,  of  a  contract  between  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees, 
and  the  defendant.  As  to  the  sum  of  8/.  15^.,  the  amount 
of  work  done  by  the  bankrupts  before  the  fiat,  possibly 
that  sum  cannot  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this  form 
of  action ;  but  the  assignees  are  at  all  events  entitled  to 
the  value  of  the  work  done  by  the  bankrupts  for  them,  in 
order  to  complete  the  contract,  subsequently  to  the  fiat. 
It  will  be  said  that  the  action  cannot  be  brought  in  the 
joint  names  of  the  official  assignee  and  the  creditors'  as- 
signee ;  but  it  clearly  may.  By  the  63rd  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  the  assignees  are  entitled 
to  all  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  up  to  the  time  of  his 
obtaining  his  certificate,  and  it  provides  that  the  assig- 
nees ''  shall  have  the  like  remedy  to  recover  the  same  in 
their  own  names,  as  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have 
had  if  he  had  not  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt.''  Therefore, 
it  is  clear  they  are  entitled  in  some  form  or  other.    If  the 
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Esnk.qfPUtu,  work  be  done  by  the  bankrupt  before  the  bankmptcj^ 
^  ^*  ^  then  the  assignees  ought  to  sue  as  for  work  done  by  the 
WHiTMoms  bankrupt  before  the  bankruptcy ;  but  if  the  woik  be 
GiLMonm.  done^  or  the  contract  be  not  completed  till  after  the  bank* 
ruptcy^  they  may  sue  as  for  work  done  by  them.  [Parke, 
B. — If  it  is  one  entire  things  then  nothing  is  doe  until 
the  order  is  completed.  PoUock,  C.  B. — If  an  order  ii 
given  to  build  a  house,  and  the  builder,  after  beginning 
to  build  it,  becomes  bankrupt,  and  the  house  is  after- 
wards completed  by  the  assignees,  may  they  not  recover 
the  whole  ?]  Certainly.  In  AUdreit  v.  Kettridge  (c), 
where  goods  were  sold  by  a  bankrupt  to  the  defendant; 
with  the  concurrence  of  his  assignees,  whose  appointment 
was  afterwards  ordered  to  be  vacated  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, and  a  new  assignee  appointed  in  their  stead,  it  wis 
held  that  the  new  assignee  might  sue  the  defendant  fiv 
goods  sold  by  him  as  assignee.  That  case  explains  t 
former  decision  in  the  same  matter  (6),  which  appeared  to 
be  to  the  contrary.  \PoUock,  C.  B. — Those  cases  were 
under  the  old  bankrupt  law,  5  Gteo.  2,  c  30,  s.  31,  whid 
gives  power  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  vacate  the  appoint- 
ment of  assignees,  and  appoint  new  ones,  and  enacts,  tha^ 
where  a  new  assignment  shall  be  ordered,  the  debts,  effects, 
and  estate  of  the  bankrupt  shall  be  vested  in  the  new  as- 
signees, and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  them  to  sue  in  his  name.] 
The  principle  of  the  bankrupt  laws  is  not  altered  by  the 
6  Oeo.  4,  c.  16,  or  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  66,  and,  as  soon 
as  assignees  are  appointed,  their  title,  except  where  it  is 
otherwise  directed  by  statute,  relates  back  to  the  time  of 
the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  when  the  creditors'  assignees 
are  appointed,  since  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  their  title  abo 
relates  back  to  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  notwith- 
standing the  intermediate  appointment  of  the  oflScial  as- 
signee.    [PoUock,  C.  B. — The  only  difficulty  is,  whether 

(a)  8  Moore^  372.  {h)  6  Moore,  569. 
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the  assignees  ought  not  in  their  declaration  to  have  stated  Bjpck.  ofPieat^ 
the  contract  as  it  really  was.]     They  have  done  so ;  for,     ^    ^'  ^ 
having  advanced  money  to  the  bankrupts  to  complete  the     Whitmo&b 
work,  they  have  adopted  the  original  contract,  and  may      Gilmoub. 
now  maintain  their  action  upon  it. 

James,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  ground  of  this  ac- 
tion is  the  mere  personal  labour  of  the  bankrupts,  and 
they  are  the  only  persons  who  can  sue  upon  this  contract, 
which  is  entire,  and  was  made  with  them,  and  not  with  the 
assignees.  No  goods  were  supplied  by  the  assignees,  but 
money  only,  which  may  have  been  for  the  bankrupts'  main- 
tenance ;  and  the  assignees  cannot  recover  for  the  personal 
labour  of  the  bankrupts.  They  have  no  right  to  come  for- 
ward and  say  the  bankrupts  were  their  agents  in  completing 
the  contract.  There  is  no  case  in  which,  in  this  form  of  ac- 
tion, the  assignees  have  sued  in  their  own  name,  and  treated 
the  bankrupt  as  their  agent.  \PoUockj  C.  B. — ^The  bank- 
rupts themselves  make  no  claim,  but  the  assignees  bring  the 
action,  and  the  bankrupts  state  they  were  acting  as  their 
agents.  Parker  B. — ^The  fact  of  money  having  been  ad- 
vanced by  the  assignees  to  the  bankrupts  is  very  strong 
evidence  that  the  bankrupts  were  acting  as  their  agents  in 
completing  the  contract.]  The  assignees,  having  been  en- 
tirely passive,  and  having  allowed  the  bankrupts  to  carry 
on  the  work  as  for  themselves,  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
now  to  come  in  covertly,  and,  without  notice  to  the  person 
for  whom  the  contract  was  executed,  say  that  the  work  was 
done  by  the  bankrupts  for  them.  [Parke,  B. — Surely  the 
advance  of  money  to  the  bankrupts  by  the  assignees  shews 
strongly  that  they  were  their  agents.  Aldereon,  B. — What 
business  had  the  assignees  to  advance  money  to  the  bank- 
rupts out  of  the  estate,  except  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
pleting the  contract  ?] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  was  an  application  to  enter  a  non- 
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Bxek.  ofpieoi,  suit^  or  to  reduce  the  damages  to  the  sum  of  6/.  Ids.  Now 
.  ^^^'^'  .  it  is  clear  that  we  ought  not  to  make  the  rule  absolute  to 
Whitmorb  enter  a  nonsuit^  because  there  is  no  doubt  that  work  was 
GiLMouft.  done  and  materials  provided  by  the  bankrupts  since  the  i^ 
pointment  of  both  the  assignees ;  and  for  such,  therefore, 
the  plaintiffs  had  a  right  to  sue  the  defendant.  The  bank* 
rupts  make  no  claim  whatever,  but  they  received  money  in 
some  way  or  other  from  the  assignees  in  connexion  with 
this  work,  and  were  thereby  enabled  to  complete  the  goodi 
which  they  furnished  to  the  defendant.  The  bankrupti 
came  forward  at  the  trial,  and  professed  to  have  been  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  and  of  the  estate  which  was  then 
their  property  as  assignees.  I  think  it  dear,  therefore^ 
that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  sue.  It  is  unnecessaiy 
to  decide  the  question  raised  by  Mr.  Peacock,  on  the  stat 
5  Geo.  2,  c.  30.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  work  in  ques- 
tion was  finished  in  the  time  of  the  assignees,  who  repie- 
sented  the  bankrupts'  estate. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  this 
rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether 
the  bankrupts  acted  on  their  own  account,  or  as  the  agents 
of  the  assignees.  If  they  acted  in  the  latter  character,  it 
is  clear  that  the  assignees  can  sue.  Now  there  is  certainly 
evidence  of  their  having  acted  as  their  agents,  for  the 
presses  of  the  assignees  were  used,  and  the  money  to  finish 
the  order  was  advanced  by  them.  If,  indeed,  the  work 
had  not  been  done  under  an  entire  contract,  there  might 
perhaps  be  a  difficulty,  under  the  old  statutes,  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  old  and  new  assignees,  although,  probablji 
that  would  not  be  the  case  since  the  stat.  1  &  2  Will  4^ 
c.  56,  s.  25.  In  this  case,  however,  there  is  an  entire  con- 
tract, for  there  is  but  one  order;  no  right  of  action  accrued 
till  the  whole  was  completed,  and,  as  it  was  not  completed 
till  the  creditors'  assignee  was  appointed,  so  until  that 
time  there  was  no  right  of  action.     The  assignees  may, 
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therefore^  sue  jointly  for  the  work  and  labour  of  the  bank-  Exeh.  ofPiea», 
rupts^  and  materials  provided  in  respect  of  it,  v^lf^ll-^ 

Wbitmorb 

Alderson.  B..  and  Rolfe.  B..  concurred.  ^    ^- 

Rule  discharged. 


Whittome  and  Sarah  his  Wife^  and  Elizabeth  Hut-       Mays. 
cHiNsoN^  Administratrices^  &c.  of  Alice  Hutchinson, 
deceased,  v.  Lamb. 

l^OVENANT.  —  The  declaration  stated,  that  whereas  CoTenant.— 
heretofore,  to  wit,  in  the  lifetime  of  Alice  Hutchinson,  gtatedrt^Ar 
since  deceased,  by  a  certain  indenture  bearing  date  the  ?•• »» ^eMife- 

"  ^     ^         ^        tunc,  demised 

80th  of  September,  1835,  and  made  between  the  said  Alice  a  certain  mes. 
Hutchinson  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  '0*1^6 ^fend- 
part,  the  said  Alice  Hutchinson  did  demise  a  certain  mes-  *^'  ^"^^t^V!? 

*       '  years ;  that  the 

suage  and  land,  to  hold  from  the  11th  of  October  then  defendant  co- 

venanted  with 

next  for  eleven  years,  at  the  rent  of  £294;  and  the  de-  the  said  a.  h., 
fendant  covenanted  with  the  said  Alice  Hutchinson,  her  admin^Sori 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  rent  a^d  assigns,  to 

'  .  .  p*y  ****  '*'** » 

thereby  reserved ;  and  the  said  Alice  Hutchinson,  being  that  the  said 
possessed  of  the  reversion,  made  her  last  will  and  testa-  pc^ssessedofthe 
ment  in  writing,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1842,  and  after-  X^maki^' 
wards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  died  so  i^er  will ;  and 

*  '  'f  ^  that  the  plain- 

tiffs, as  her 
administratrices  with  the  will  annexed,  became  possessed  of  the  said  reversion.  Breach,  non- 
payment of  the  rent.  The  defendant  traversed  speciallj,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  possessed  of 
the  said  reversion.  At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  S.  H.,  tiie  hosband  of  A.  H.,  after  devising 
his  estates  to  his  two  sons,  at  that  time  minors,  in  fee,  devised  as  follows: — **  And  it  is  mj 
will  and  pleasure,  that  mj  said  wife  shall  have  the  nse  and  occupation,  or  annual  increase,  at 
her  pleasure,  of  dl  that  mv  said  fSarm,  &c.,  during  the  minority  of  mj  said  sons,  she  keeping 
the  premises  in  repair,  and  paying  all  interest,  monies,  outgoings,  &c. ;  I  also  give  and  be- 
queath the  use  and  occupation  of  all  my  farming  stock,  &c.  unto  my  said  wife,  her  execuiort 
amd  admbugtratortt  until  my  son  J.  S.  H.  shall  attain  twenty-one  years,  she  paying  thereout 
unto  my  said  five  daughters  ;f500  apiece."  S.  U.*  having  died,  his  vndow,  in  the  year  1835, 
made  a  lease  to  the  defendant  for  eleven  years,  reserving  rent  payable  to  herself,  '*  her  heirt, 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,''  and  died  in  1841.  The  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiffiB,  as  administratrices  of  A.  H.  during  the  minority  of  the  sons,  for  the  rent  of  the  pre- 
mises : — Held,  that  the  wife  took  an  estate,  not  for  her  life,  but  during  the  minority  of  the  sons, 
and  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover. 

Heldf  also,  that  there  was  no  variance  between  the  lease  and  the  statement  of  it  in  the 
declaration,  ^  lease  being  set  out  according  to  its  l^gal  effect,  and  the  word  **  heirs*'  being 
fuperfluous. 
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Bxek.  ofPieoM,  posscsflled  of  the  said  rerenioii ;  that  administration  with 

1844* 

the  will  annexed  was  granted  to  the  plaintiflb  Sarah  and 
Elizabeth^  who  became  and  were  possessed^  as  snch  ad- 
ministratrices^ of  the  said  reversion  in  the  demised  pre- 
mises. Breach,  non-payment  of  the  rent  to  the  plaintiffi^ 
as  such  administratrices. 

Pleas,  first,  non  est  fSEU^tum;  secondly,  that  the  sud 
Alice  Hutchinson,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  sai 
indenture,  was  seised  in  her  demesne  as  of  fireehold,  for  the 
term  of  her  natural  life,  and  not  otherwise,  of  and  in  the 
said  demised  premises,  and  continued  so  seised  thereof 
and  not  otherwise,  until  and  at  the  time  of  her  death;  snd 
that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  term,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1842,  the  said  Alice  Hutchinson  died,  whereupon  snd 
whereby  the  said  term  created  by  the  said  indenture  whol^ 
ceased  and  determined ;  without  this,  that,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture,  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  administratrices 
as  aforesaid,  became  or  were  possessed  of  the  said  reversion 
of  and  in  the  said  demised  premises,  modo  et  formft. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  last 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Cambridge,  it  appeared  that 
one  Stoakley  Hutchinson,  being  possessed  of  certain  free^ 
hold  houses  and  land,  by  his  will,  dated  the  24th  d 
June,  1833,  devised  part  of  his  real  estate  to  his  son  Na- 
thaniel Oifford  Hutchinson  in  fee,  and  another  part  to  his 
other  son  John  S.  Hutchinson  in  fee,  with  mutual  execu- 
tory devises  over.  The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows:— 
"  And  it  is  my  will  and  desire,  that  my  said  wife  shall  have 
the  use  and  occupation^  or  annual  increase,  at  her  pleasure, 
of  all  that  my  said  farm-house  and  premises,  in  Mard 
aforesaid,  with  the  appurtenances,  during  the  minority  of 
my  said  sons,  she  keeping  the  said  messuage  and  buildings 
in  good  tenantable  repair,  and  paying  aU  interest,  monies, 
and  other  annual  outgoings,  that  may  from  time  to  time 
arise  and  become  due  and  payable  from  the  said  messuage^ 
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lands,  and  hereditaments,  and  that  may  be  due  and  payable  E*ck,  qfPieas, 
at  the  time  of  my  decease,  or  become  due  and  payable  '  ^ 

daring  the  enjoyment  thereof.  I  also  give  and  bequeath  Wuittomb 
the  use  and  occupation  of  all  my  farming  stock,  imple-  Lamb. 
ments  of  husbandry,  horses,  stock,  sheep,  crops  of  com, 
grain,  and  hay,  growing  or  otherwise,  and  all  and  every 
other  of  my  farming  stock  (both  live  and  dead),  unto  my 
aaid  wife,  her  executors  and  adminiatraiors,  until  my  son 
John  Stoakley  Hutchinson  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  she  paying  thereout  unto  my  said  five  daughters, 
Sarah,  Ann,  Elizabeth,  Phoebe,  and  Maria,  the  sum  of 
iE500  a-piece,  on  their  severally  and  respectively  attaining 
their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  to  whom  I  give 
and  bequeath  the  same  accordingly ;  and  I  order  the  said 
several  legacies  hereinbefore  bequeathed  to  my  said  daugh- 
ters to  be  vested  interests  in  them,  and  transmissible  as 
such  to  their  personal  representatives.  And  on  my  said 
son  John  Stoakley  Hutchinson  attaining  his  said  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  all  my  said 
stock,  implements  of  husbandry,  and  all  and  every  other 
my  said  farming  stock  (both  live  and  dead)  unto  my  said 
sons,  Nathaniel  Oifford  Hutchinson  and  John  Stoakley 
Hutchinson,  their  executors  and  administrators,  to  and 
for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them  by  my  executors,  share  and  share  alike/^ 

Stoakley  Hutchinson,  the  testator,  died  in  the  year  1833. 
In  September,  1835,  Alice  Hutchinson,  the  widow,  de- 
mised the  premises  in  question  to  the  defendant,  by  in- 
denture, for  eleven  years,  and  died  in  1841.  The  testator, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  left  daughters  him  surviving,  and 
also  the  two  sons  named  in  his  will,  at  that  time  minors, 
and  who  had  not  attained  their  majority  at  the  time  when 
the  action  was  brought.  Under  these  circumstances,  it 
was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  Alice  Hutchinson 
took  an  estate  for  her  life  only,  and  therefore  that  the 
plaintiffs,  who  were  her  administratrixes,  were  not  en- 

VOL.  XII.  H   H  H  M.  W. 
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Bsek,  o/PiHu,  titled  to  recover.    For  .the  plaintiffs  it  was  insLsted,  thst 

she  took  an  estate  determinable  only  at  the  expiration  <tf 
the  minority  of  the  two  sons.  The  learned  Judge  re- 
served the  point,  and  the  plaintiffs  obtained  a  verdict, 
leave  being  given  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  t 
verdict.    A  rule  was  accordingly  obtained,  against  which 

Byles,  Serjt.,  and  Gwuung  shewed  cause. — ^Under  the 
will  in  question,  Alice  Hutchinson  the  widow  took  an  es- 
tate during  the  minority  of  her  youngest  son,  and  not  one 
that  was  determinable  by  her  own  death.  This  is  like  the 
Bishop  of  Bath's  case  (a),  where  it  is  said,  '^  If  a  lease  be 
made  unto  another  during  the  minority  of  J.  G.,  and  he  ii 
of  the  age  of  ten  years,  this  is  a  good  lease  for  elefen 
years,  if  J.  G.  so  long  live.''  And  to  the  same  effect  ii 
Borasion's  case  (6).  So  in  the  case  of  Say  y.  Smith  (c),  it 
is  said  by  Weston,  '*  A  lease  during  the  nonage  of  J.  S., 
who  is  of  the  age  of  fifteen  years,  is  a  good  lease  for  aii 
years,  if  J.  S.  shall  live  so  long,  for  the  reference  to  a  ce^ 
tain  time  is  equivalent  to  an  express  nomination  of  the 
time  contained  in  the  reference.''  These  authorities  shew 
that  whether  it  be  by  deed  or  will,  and  there  be  a  gift  to 
A.  during  the  nonage  of  B.,  it  is  a  lease  certain,  defeasible 
on  B.  dying  before  twenty-one,  and  that  the  contingency  is 
not  the  death  of  the  grantee.  That  such  was  the  intention 
of  this  testator  is  manifest,  for  he  gives  to  his  wife  the 
fiftrm-house  and  premises  during  the  minority  of  his  sent. 
With  regard  to  the  stock  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for  the 
testator  says :  '^I  also  give  the  use  and  occupation  of  mj 
farming  stock, implements  of  husbandry,horses, stock, sheep, 
crops  of  com,  grain,  and  hay,  and  all  and  every  other  of 
my  farming  stock,  &c.,  unto  my  said  wife,  her  executors  and 
administrators,  until  my  son  J.  S.  Hutchinson  shall  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years : "  therefore  the  stock  is  given 

(a)  6  Rep.  35.  (6)  3  Rep.  19.  (c)  Plowden,  273. 
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to  the  wife's  executors.  If,  then^  the  defendant's  eon-  Bxeh,  of  Pleat, 
struction  be  right,  that  the  widow  had  no  interest  in  the 
land  beyond  her  life,  this  absurdity  would  follow,  that  in 
the  event  of  the  widow's  death  during  the  minority,  her 
executors  would  have  all  the  stock  without  the  land,  and 
the  sons  all  the  land  without  the  stock,  which  includes  the 
crops.  It  was*  said  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  that  the 
words  ^'  she,"  in  the  will,  and  ''  she  paying  thereout  unto 
my  said  five  daughters  £500  a-piece,"  shewed  that  as  ahe 
herself  was  to  pay  the  money,  an  estate  for  her  own  life  only 
was  meant  to  be  given  her ;  but,  ex  necessitate,  the  words 
dearly  mean,  she  or  her  executors ;  for  the  stock,  &c.,  is 
expressly  given  to  her,  her  executors  and  administrators, 
until  his  son,  J.  S.  Hutchinson,  attains  twenty-one, "  she 
paying  thereout,"  &c.,  which  must  mean,  she  or  her  execu- 
tors paying  thereout  the  legacies  to  the  daughters.  It  was 
a  gift  of  a  term  to  the  wife  during  the  minority  of  the 
sons,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  use  of  the  word 
"  executors"  was  necessary.  If  it  be  necessary,  the  order  of 
the  sentence  may  be  transposed,  as  was  done  in  Paramour 
v.  Yardley  (a),  and  then  the  correctness  of  the  plaintiff's 
construction  will  be  clear ;  put  the  devise  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  the  testator's  farming  stock,  &c.,  to  his  wife, 
her  executors  and  administrators,  first,  and  then  it  is  quite 
dear.  Besides,  the  testator  intended  that  the  daughters' 
legades  should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  which 
could  not  be  done  in  the  event  of  Alice  Hutchinson,  the 
widow,  dying  immediately  after  the  testator,  unless  the 
land  went  to  her  executors  during  the  minority  of  the  sons : 
Smith  V.  Havens  (6).  The  reversion,  therefore,  did  go  to  the 
wife's  executors  immediately  after  the  death  of  the  wife, 
until  the  sons  attained  twenty-one.  But,  secondly,  the 
terms  of  the  lease  will  be  relied  upon,  and  it  will  be  said 
that  there  is  a  variance,  because  the  lease  contained  a  re- 

(a)  Plowd.  539.  (6)  Cro.  Elix.  252. 
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Exeh.  o/PieoM,  servation  of  the  rent  to  Alice  Hutchinson^  her  hebrWf  exe- 
'  cutors,  &;c.:  the  word  "heirs/*  however,  is  snperftaoiu. 
The  wife  having  a  term  which  would  pass  to  her  executon 
and  administrators,  the  law  woald  reserve  the  rent  to 
them.  It  is  the  better  practice  of  conveyancers,  and,  as 
Mr.  Preston  says  (a),  is  frequently  the  most  eligible  prac- 
tice, in  reserving  the  rent,  not  to  say  to  whom  the  rent  ii 
payable,  but  to  make  it  payable  during  the  term,  and  the 
law  will  carry  it  with  the  reversion.  If  the  lessor  is  pos- 
sessed of  a  chattel,  the  reservation  in  law  is  to  the  exe- 
cutors j  and  if  in  this  case  it  had  been  stated  to  have  been 
reserved  to  the  heirs,  it  would  have  been  a  mispleading. 
In  Sacheverel  v.  Frogate  (6),  Hale,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  ''  If  lessee  for  one  hundred 
years  should  make  a  lease  for  forty  years,  reserving  rent 
to  him  and  his  heirs,  that  would  be  void  to  the  heir.^ 
That  is  exactly  this  case.  The  legal  effect  of  the  lease  wst 
to  reserve  the  rent  to  the  executors,  and  the  plaintiff  have 
so  stated  it  in  the  declaration.  The  plaintiffs  do  not  pro- 
fess to  set  out  the  lease  in  hsac  verba,  but  only  according 
to  its  legal  effect.  And  Lade  v.  Baker  (c)  is  an  authority 
to  shew  that  it  ought  to  be  set  out  according  to  its  legal 
effect. 

Andrews  and  (ySfalley,  in  support  of  the  rule. — It  is  suf- 
ficient for  the  defendant  to  establish  that  the  plaintiffs  did 
not  become  possessed  of  the  reversion  as  alleged;  and  it  ii 
not  for  him  to  shew  what  estate  the  wife  took,  or  whether 
she  took  any  estate  at  all.  It  is  sufficient  to  shew,  that  on 
her  death  the  estate  determined,  and  no  estate  vested  in  the 
plaintiffs.  If  she  took  a  freehold  interest  or  a  chattel  in- 
terest for  her  life  only,  then  no  interest  could  pass  to  the 
plaintiffs.    The  Court  must  take  the  whole  will  together,  to 


(a)  Shep.  Touch.  115.  (c)  2  Ventr.  145. 

(6)  1  Ventr.  161. 
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see  what  the  intention  of  the  testator  is.  The  correct  rule  Exeh,  qfPieoM, 
is  laid  down  in  Jarman  on  Wills  {a),  that  where  a  testator 
uses  an  additional  word  or  phrase^  he  must  be  presumed 
to  have  an  additional  meaning.  Now^  there  are  in  this 
will  several  bequests^  but  there  is  not  a  single  devise^  ex- 
cept thisj  in  which  the  testator  does  not  use  apt  words  of 
limitation;  and  he  must  be  taken  to  have  a  different 
meaning  where  he  does  not  use  such  words.  Here^  the 
words  of  the  devise  are  to  the  widow  alone^  and  she  took  a 
life  estate  only  in  the  farm  and  premises.  The  testator  in 
the  first  instance  devises  the  estate  to  his  sons  and  their 
heirs ;  and  unless  there  had  been  something  to  prevent  it, 
they  would  have  taken  the  interest  in  possession ;  but^  in 
order  to  prevent  that^  he  provides  that  his  wife  shall  have 
"  the  use  and  occupation  or  annual  increase  at  her  plea- 
sure.'^  Those  are  no  words  of  devise  at  all^  but  a  sort  of 
license  for  her  to  have  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  farm- 
house and  premises,  or  the  annual  profits  of  them,  at  her 
option,  as  a  personal  benefit  to  herself.  When  we  come 
to  the  next  clause,  as  to  the  farming  stock,  &c.,  it  is  found 
to  be  totally  different.  By  that  clause  she  is  to  pay  a 
certain  specified  sum  to  each  of  the  daughters ;  and  as,  if 
she  paid  the  money,  she  might  have  no  means  of  re- 
couping herself  during  her  lifetime,  the  testator  there  adds 
the  words  '^  her  executors  and  administrators/'  But  the 
limitation  to  the  wife  with  respect  to  the  farm  and  pre- 
mises does  not  give  her  any  interest  beyond  her  life. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  variance,  the  cases  cited  on  the  other 
side  are  not  authorities  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  They 
should  have  shewn  in  the  declaration  what  the  interest 
was ;  and  not  having  done  so,  they  have  failed  to  shew  the 
legal  effect  of  the  deed.  The  legal  effect  of  the  deed  would 
have  made  the  rent  payable  to  the  heirs,  and  the  defendant 

(a)  Vol.  2,  p.  744, 
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Rgek.  lifPien,  woold  have  been  estopped  from  shewing  the  real  title  to 
^^^'  ^  the  hind.  [Parke,  B. — You  might  have  done  so  by  plesd- 
ingy  and  shewing  that  no  interest  passed.]  The  plaintiffi 
ought  to  have  shewn  what  the  interest  was.  Prim&  fiuie 
Mrs.  Hutchinson  was  seised  in  fee.  [Ro^e,  B. — Suppose 
tenant  in  fee  leases^  reserving  rent  to  his  heirs^  execuUm^ 
and  administrators^  and  the  heir  sues,  would  there  be  sny 
variance  created  by  shewing  that  the  reservation  was  to 
executors  and  administrators?]  In  that  case  the  wwdi 
executors  and  administrators  would  be  mere  surplusage— 
the  reservation  would  prim&  fscie  be  to  the  proper  party. 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  declaration  contains  an  imperfect  allega- 
tion that  the  widow  was  possessed  for  a  term,  for  it  shews 
that,  on  her  deaths  an  administration  was  granted,  and  the 
executors  claim  and  sue  in  consequence.]  The  plaintifi 
rely  on  the  title  by  estoppel,  arising  from  the  admission  of 
the  lessee.  The  estoppel  on  the  tenant  is,  that  during  the 
term  he  cannot  deny  that  the  lessor  and  her  executors  are 
entitled  to  the  rent.  [Pollock,  C.  B. — It  is  not  a  case  of 
estoppel  at  all.  It  would  have  been  competent  for  the 
tenant  to  have  shewn  that  the  title  to  the  estate  went  to 
another  party.]  The  tenant,  it  is  submitted,  would  be 
estopped  from  disputing  the  title  of  the  leaser  and  her 
executors,  after  having  taken  the  lease  from  them.  The 
plaintiffs  rely  on  a  title  by  estoppel,  but  the  deed  produced 
does  not  shew  any  estoppel,  as  it  contains  the  words 
"  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators.''  There  is;,  there- 
fore, a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  deed  pro- 
duced in  evidence  at  the  trial. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. The  principal  question  is,  whether  the  testator 
gave  his  widow  an  estate  for  her  life,  or  during  the  minority 
of  one  or  perhaps  both  his  children.  I  think  the  will,  by 
clear  implication,  gave  her  an  estate  for  years.     It  is  con- 
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tended  that  we  ought  to  construe  the  will  by  reference  to  Sxeh.  qfPUoi, 
the  prior  part  of  it^  which  gives  her  the  ^'  use  and  occupa- 
tion ''  of  the  land.  But  it  is  plain  that  an  estate  for  years 
was  intended  to  be  bequeathed,  and  that  the  same  effect  is 
to  be  given  to  both  parts  of  the  clause  of  the  will.  The 
widow,  therefore,  took  a  chattel  interest  only.  The  de- 
fendant then  seeks  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that 
there  is  a  variance  between  the  deed  proved  and  that  set 
forth  in  the  declaration.  Here,  however,  the  lease  is  set 
out  according  to  its  legal  effect.  The  word  *'  heirs,''  which 
appears  in  it,  has  no  meaning,  and  may  be  rejected  as  void 
and  of  no  effect. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
principal  point  is,  what  estate  Alice  Hutchinson  took  in 
the  lands  in  question.  She  is  to  have  the  "  use  and  occu- 
pation,'' or  the  profits  of  the  lands,  at  her  pleasure.  I  think 
the  words  *'  use  and  occupation  "  would  give  her  an  estate 
of  some  kind  or  other ;  but,  without  doubt,  a  bequest  of 
the  profits  would  have  that  effect.  By  the  latter  part  of 
the  clause,  the  remainder  of  the  testator's  farming  stock  is 
given  to  his  wife,  '^her  executors  and  administrators," 
until  his  son,  J.  S.  Hutchinson,  should  attain  twenty-one 
years:  it  was  therefore  clearly  intended  that  she  should 
take  the  profits  of  the  land  until  her  son  reached  that  age. 
She  had,  therefore,  a  chattel  interest  for  eleven  years  or 
longer,  and  had  power  to  grant  a  lease,  the  interest  in 
which  would  pass  to  her  executors.  As  to  the  other  point, 
I  think  there  is  no  variance.  The  legal  effect  of  the  will 
is,  that  the  rent  is  to  continue  beyond  the  death  of  the 
widow,  and  the  law  gives  the  rent  to  those  parties  who  are 
entitled  to  it.  The  lease,  therefore,  is  correctly  set  out. 
It  is  said,  however,  that  it  ought  to  appear  expressly  that 
the  widow  had  a  chattel  interest :  if  that  be  necessary,  it 
does  appear  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  because  it  is 
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Sxeh.  qfPieoi,  stated  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  administratixes,  became  pos- 
^^^'*'   ^    sessed  of  the  reversion  in  the  demised  premises. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  a  de- 
vise of  the  nse  and  profits  of  the  land  during  the  minority 
of  the  sons.  That  constitutes  a  term  for  years.  Whether 
that  term  be  in  words  given  to  the  executors  and  admini- 
strators of  the  widow  is  immaterial,  for  it  will  go  to  them 
by  law,  if  it  endures  beyond  her  life. 

BoLFE,  B. — I  think  the  words  ''  use  and  occupation  "  of 
the  lands  and  stock  during  the  minority  of  the  sons  would, 
independently  of  the  other  words  of  the  will,  give  the  widov 
an  estate  by  express  devise  during  the  minority  of  her 
sons.  Much  of  the  remainder  of  this  clause  in  the  will  ii 
merely  tautologous  and  redundant.  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple, a  gift  of  the  dividends  on  stock  carries  with  it  the 
stock  itselfl  I  agree  with  my  Brother  Byles,  that  it  ii 
ridiculous  to  suppose  the  testator's  intention  to  have  been, 
that  the  widow  should  have  the  land  for  her  life  only,  but 
that  the  stock  should  pass  to  her  executors,  and,  by  conse- 
quence, that  the  son  should  take  the  land  without  any 
stock  upon  it.  As  to  the  other  point,  I  think  there  is  no 
variance,  as  the  lease  is  set  out  according  to  its  legal 
effect. 

Bule  discharged. 
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Exch,  o/Pleoif 
1844. 

Chanter  r.  Dewhurst  and  Another.  ^"TT^T^ 

May  3. 

NDEBITATUS  assumpsit  to  recover  the  sum  of  81/.  Assumpsit  for 

10^.^  for  the  license,  consent,  and  permission  of  the  plain-  license  granted 

tiff,  granted  by  him  to  the  defendants,  to  use  upon  their  to  tfie  Sefend^ 

premises  a  certain  patent  invention,  called  Chanter  &  Com-  f°*  to  use  an 

*^  *  ^  invention  for  a 

panVs  Patent  Furnace,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  the  patent  furnace. 

:,  .  ^  Theplaintiff 

owner  and  proprietor.  hating  obtained 

Plea,  non  assumpsit.  ^nffiide- 

At  the  trial,  before  Aldergon,  B.,  at  the  last  Spring  fendantsaU- 

'^       ^    cense,  which 

Assizes  for  the  county  of  Surrey,  it  appeared  that  the  was  in  writing, 
plaintiff,  by  a  written  license,  in  the  usual  form,  but  not  seal,  to  use  the 
sealed,  gave  the  defendants  permission  to  use  the  patent  J^^ji^^  ^^ 
furnace,  of  which  he  was  the  inventor,  upon  their  premises  having  recdved 

the  license,  kept 

at  Clitheroe,  in  Lancashire ;  and  that  the  defendants  kept  it,  and  used  the 
the  license  and  erected  the  furnace  accordingly.  By  the  wh«Q^cd'**' 
letters  patent,  all  persons  were  strictly  commanded  "  that  ^P?"  ^  pay  *!»« 

^  '         f^  'f^  pnce  agreed 

neither  they  or  any  of  them,  at  any  time  during  the  con-  tipon,  objected 
tinuance  of  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years  hereby  granted,  'L'^^iiZ 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  do  make,  u>e,  or  put  in  practice  '^:,t^f^^„ 
the  said  invention,  or  any  part  of  the  same,  so  attained  ■«^-    ^T.*^« 

.,  .  .  .        terms  of  the 

unto  by  the  said  John  Chanter,  as  aforesaid,  nor  in  anywise  letters  patent, 

counterfeit,  imitate,  or  resemble  the  same,  nor  shall  make  wereoommand- 

or  cause  to  be  made  any  addition  thereunto,  or  substrac-  ^^iSce^we  or 

tion  from  the  same,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or  them-  P^*  "^  practice 

,  ,  ,  the  said  inven- 

selves  to  be  the  inventor  or  inventors,  deviser  or  devisers  tion,  or  any 
thereof,  without  the  license,  consent,  or  agreement  of  the  ^e%orin 
said  John  Chanter,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  as-  "^^^'T^  .^ 
signs,  in  writing  under  his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  first  imitate,  or  re- 
had  and  obtained  in  that  behalf,  upon  such  pains  and  Bame,normaice» 

or  cause  to  be 
made,  any  ad- 
dition thereunto  or  substraction  from  the  same,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or  themselves  to 
be  the  inrentor  or  iuTcntors,  deviser  or  devisers  thereof,  without  the  license,  consent,  or 
agreement  of  the  said  J.  C.  (the  patentee),  his  executors,  &c.,  in  writing,  under  his  or  their 


hands  and  seals,  first  had  and  obtained,"  upon  pain  of  a  contempt  of  the  royal  command,  and 
tained  the  license  they  had  bargained  for,  and  kept  it,  were  bound  to  pay  for  it ;  and  secondly , 


empt  c 
of  being  answerable  to  the  plaintiff  in  damagoi : — Held,  first,  that  the  defendants,  having  ob- 
tained Sm  license  they  had  bargained  for,  and  kept  it,  ~ 
that  the  license  was  not  void  as  not  being  under  seal. 


824  CASES   IN   THE   EXCHBQXTBB, 

Exeh,  qfPieoif  penalties  as  can  or  may  be  justly  inflicted  on  snch  offenders^ 
v^if^ll^,  for  their  contempt  of  this  our  royal  command ;  and  further, 
Chanter  to  be  answerable  to  the  said  John  Chanter^  his  executors, 
DswHuasT.  administrators^  and  assigns^  according  to  law,  for  his  and 
their  damages  thereby  occasioned/'  The  above  letters 
patent  having  been  produced  and  read  at  the  trials  it  wti 
objected  for  the  defendants^  that  the  license,  not  bong 
under  seal^  was  void,  and  that  they  were  not  bound  to  pay 
for  it;  and  consequently  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
nonsuited.  On  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  thit 
the  defendants,  having  kept  the  license,  and  not  returned 
it,  were  liable  to  pay  the  price  of  it.  The  learned  Judge 
refused  to  nonsuit,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  Sat  tbe 
plaintiff,  damages  81/.  10^.,  leave  being  reserved  to  tbe 
defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  this  and  other 
points.  Peacock  having  in  the  early  part  of  this  term  ob- 
tained a  rule  accordingly, 

Hun\/rey  and  Comer  now  shewed  cause. — ^Although  an 
assignment  of  a  patent,  or  anything  affecting  the  right 
to  the  patent  itself,  must  be  by  deed,  it  is  not  requisite 
that  a  license  to  use  such  patent  should  be  under  seal 
In  Protheroe  v.  May  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  grant  of  an 
exclusive  license  to  use  a  patent  does  not  invalidate  tbe 
letters  patent.  That  shews  that  the  license  is  no  part 
of  the  patent  itself.  In  none  of  the  numerous  cases 
upon  patents  which  have  been  brought  before  the  Courts, 
where  the  license  has  not  been  under  seal,  has  it  erer 
beenobjected  that  it  ought  to  have  been  so.  In  Chanter 
V.  Leese  (b),  where  it  appears  the  license  was  not  under 
seal,  no  such  objection  was  taken,  either  on  the  argument 
in  this  Court  or  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  If  the  de- 
fendant's argument  were  correct,  no  person  could  buy  and 
use  the  smallest  patent  article,  even  a  steel  pen  orink- 

(a)  5  M.  &W.675. 
(6)  4  M.  &  W.  295 ;  S.  C,  in  error,  6  M.  &  W.  698. 


n 
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standi  without  having  a  license  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  Exch.  qfpieoi, 
the  patentee ;  for  the  letters  patent  prohibit  any  man  *'  to     ^    ^      ^ 
make,  use,  or  put  in  practice  the  said  invention/'    It  can-      Chantsr 
not  be  necessary  to  have  a  license  under  seal  to  use  it.    Dbwhumt. 
[Aldersony  B. — ^To  grant  a  license  not  under  seal  may  be  a 
contempt  of  the  Crown,  but  does  not  exempt  the  man  to 
whom  it  is  granted,  and  who  derives  a  benefit  from  it,  from 
paying  the  price  of  it.    The  subsequent  language  of  the 
patent  throws  much  light  upon  its  meaning.     It  is  thus : 
''  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or  themselves  to  be  the  in- 
ventor or  inventors,  deviser  or  devisers  thereof,  without  the 
license,^'  &c.  The  object  is  to  prevent  another  from  making 
the  article  for  sale,  not  from  the  use  of  it.    The  letters  pa- 
tent say  that  no  one  shall  make,  use,  or  put  in  practice 
the  ''  woewtion*^  which  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a 
party  buying  a  patent  article  in  a  shop,  and  using  it.]    At 
all  events,  the  defendants,  having  kept  the  license,  and  not 
returned  it,  were  liable  to  pay  the  price  of  it. 

BawUmon  [Peacock  with  him)  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
The  words  of  the  letters  patent  are  very  precise,  and  are 
difficult  to  be  got  over,  for  the  terms  '^  without  the  license, 
consent,  or  agreement  of  the  patentee,  override  the  whole 
clause,  and  prohibit  the  use,  as  well  as  the  making  and 
putting  into  practice  of  the  invention,  without  a  license 
under  hand  and  seal. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — This  is  a  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  the  license  to  use  a  patent  granted  to  the 
defendants  was  not  under  seal ;  and  the  argument  is,  that 
the  license  is  void;  and  therefore,  as  the  defendants  took 
nothing  under  it,  that  they  ought  not  to  pay  for  it.  The 
question  might  be  disposed  of  on  a  very  narrow  ground, 
namely,  that  the  defendants  have  obtained  all  that  they 
bargained  for ;  for  they  asked  for  a  license  in  the  usual 
form,  and,  having  got  it,  remained  contented  with  their 
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Bxeh.  ofPUoi,  bargain^  until  they  were  called  upon  to  paj  for  H.    But 
^   ^^'   .     without  deciding  the  question  altogether  upon  this  groundy 
Chanted     I  think  the  view  taken  by  my  Brother  Aldersam  is  conect 
DiwHu^rr.    The  license  was  granted  in  order  to  enable  the  grantee  to 
deal  with  the  invention  in  the  same  manner  as  the  paten- 
tee himself  might  deal  with  it.     It  would  be  suflBdentto 
determine  the  question  on  the  first  ground^  but  in  d&ei 
point  of  view  I  think  the  defendant's  application  wM 
fail^  and  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  doubt  in  this  case  arises,  not  becmc 
it  can  be  considered  necessary  to  have  a  license  under  leil 
to  use  every  patent  article  that  may  be  sold  in  a  shop,  hil 
because  we  have  to  consider  whether  the  plaintiff  cooU 
give  the  power  to  use  the  article  in  question  without  oq» 
plying  with  the  terms  of  the  letters  patent  as  to  the  mode 
of  granting  it.  It  is  difficult  to  give  effect  to  all  the  woidi 
of  the  patent.  I  am  inclined,  however,  to  concur  with  tb 
Lord  Chief  Baron  on  that  point.  The  question,  howeierj 
need  not  be  decided  on  that  ground,  as  the  verdict  may  be 
supported  on  the  other ;  for,  as  the  defendants  have  got 
all  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  give,  and  have  kept  the 
license,  they  must  pay  the  stipulated  price. 

Alderson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  de- 
fendants, in  making  the  machine  in  question,  are  metdj 
acting  as  agents  for  the  patentee.  The  plaintiff  permitB 
the  defendants  to  make  the  machine  for  themselves,  and 
to  use  it  for  themselves;  and,  in  my  opinion,  a  license  fir 
this  purpose  need  not  be  under  seal.  Besides,  if  the  de- 
fendants intended  to  avail  themselves  of  this  objection,  thej 
ought  to  have  made  it  earlier,  and  not  kept  the  license. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  dischai^ed. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat, 
1844. 

Stanley  v.  Agnew.  Mayz. 

xjlSSUMPSIT. — ^The  declaration  stated^  that  in  consider-  Assumpsit. 

ation  that  the  plaintiff  would  let  to  the  defendant  a  certain  tion  stated, ' 

messuage^  together  with  certain  household  furniture,  linen,  ddcratton^Siat 

goods,  and  chattels,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  defendant  promised  plaintiff  would 

i_        1   •      •«•  »  .  1  •  1  let  to  defend- 

the  plaintiff  to  use  the  said  messuage  m  a  tenant-like  man-  ant  a  certain 
ner,  and  take  due  care  of  the  furniture,  linen^  &c.  during  ^oS^th^" 
the  tenancy,  and  at  the  expiration  thereof,  to  leave  the  said  S*\?!^I^ 
household  furniture^   linen,   goods,  and  chattels,   cleaned,  linen,  &c., 
Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  leave  the  furniture,  misedpiamtiff 
&c.,  cleaned.    Plea,  non  assumpsit.  mi^^'^i^ 

At  the  trial,  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  As-  te^ant-Uke 

,  ^       ^  manner,  and 

sizes  for  the  county  of  Oxford,  it  was  proved  that  the  fur-  take  due  care 

niture  was  clean  at  the  time  the  defendant  took  possession,  ture,  linen/ 

and  that  he  agreed  verbally  to  leave  it  as  he  found  it.    It  f/pi^on  o?"'* 

was  thereupon  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  contract  f^«  *«'™  ^ 

'^  •'  leare  the  said 

was  not  proved  as  it  was  laid  in  the  declaration,  inasmuch  household  fur- 
as  the  contract  alleged  was  larger  than  that  proved.    The  ^^ieaned:— 
learned  Judge  was  inclined  to  be  of  that  opinion,  but  he  S^^**  ^* 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  giving  liberty  to  "^  supported 

_       -   ^      -  ^  ,.  .  i.      -I  .  w      .        by  proof  that 

the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him.   Keating  the  furniture 
having  in  the  early  part  of  this  term  obtained  a  rule  ac-  ^e^tiS^de^*^* 

COrdinely,  fendant  took 

°  "^  possession  of 

It,  and  that  he 

Talfourd,  Serjt.,  and  Flood  now  shewed  cause. — There  Itashefoimd* 
is  no  variance  between  the  contract  stated  in  the  declara-  ^^' 
tion  and  that  proved  at  the  trial.  The  contract  alleged  in 
substance  was^  that  the  tenant  would  leave  the  premises 
in  the  same  state  as  he  found  them,  reasonable  wear  and 
tear  excepted.  It  would  not  be  a  reasonable  construction 
that  wear  and  tear  should  not  be  allowed.  The  contract 
is  one  arising  from  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant. 
Secondly,  there  was  evidence  to  prove  that  the  defendant 
aereed  to  leave  the  furniture  cleaned,  for  it  was  clean  when 
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Bxeh.  qf  Pleas,  he  took  it,  and  he  agreed  to  deliver  it  up  in  the  same  state. 
^^^'  .  In  Handford  v.  Palmer  (a),  the  declaration  stated,  that  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  woold,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  lend  him  a  horse,  the  defendant  promised  to 
take  proper  care  of  the  horse,  and  return  him  to  ths 
plaintiff  in  as  good  a  condition  as  he  was  in  at  the  time 
of  the  promise,  or  pay  fifteen  guineas.  The  contract  profsd 
was,  in  addition  to  these  terms,  that  the  defendant  should 
find  the  horse  meat  for  his  work;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  contract  was  sufficiently  stated  in  the  declaration,  and 
according  to  its  legal  effect. — They  were  then  stopped  bjr 
the  Court. 

Keating^  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^There  is  a  variance  be- 
tween the  contract  proved  and  that  laid  in  the  declaratioD; 
the  contract  laid  in  the  declaration  being  very  modi 
wider  than  that  proved.  The  contract,  as  laid  in  the  de- 
claration, would  oblige  the  defendant  to  deliver  up  tlie 
furniture  in  a  cleaned  state,  whatever  its  condition  was  at 
the  time  he  took  it.  The  contract  declared  on  is  a  spe- 
cial one,  and  does  not  result  from  the  relation  of  landloid 
and  tenant. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged.  There  was  ample  evidence  for  the  jury  thit 
the  defendant  agreed  to  surrender  the  furniture,  at  the  end 
of  his  term,  in  a  cleaned  state,  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion. This  is  a  case  where  much  depends  upon  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties  who  contract,  with  reference  to 
a  variety  of  circumstances — the  description  of  the  premises, 
the  locality,  and  other  matters ;  and  the  agreement,  there- 
fore, ought  not  to  be  construed  with  the  same  nicety  as  in 
contracts  relating  to  more  extended  transactions. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  contract 

(a)  3  Bro.  &  B.  359. 
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stated  in  the  declaration  is^  that  the  defendant  will  use  the  BxcKqfPUot^ 
messuage  and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  a  te- 
nant-like and  proper  manner ;  that  he  will  take  due  care  of 
the  furniture,  and  leave  it  cleaned ;  and  the  evidence  is, 
that  he  took  the  house  and  furniture  in  a  clean  state,  and 
agreed  to  leave  them  as  he  found  them.  He  was  bound 
by  this  contract  to  use  the  furniture  in  a  tenant-like  man- 
ner, and,  inter  alia,  to  clean  it  in  a  reasonable  way  before 
he  left  it.  I  think  the  evidence  would  have  warranted 
the  jury  in  saying,  that  the  contract  in  the  declaration  was 
proved ;  and  as  it  is  submitted  to  us  whether  there  was 
evidence  to  support  the  contract  laid  in  the  declaration, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  evidence  for  this  purpose  was  quite 
satisfactory. 

Aldebson,  B. — I  think  there  is  no  variance  between 
the  contract  alleged  and  that  which  was  proved.  The  fur- 
niture was  clean  when  the  defendant  took  the  premises ; 
and  his  agreement  is,  that  he  will  leave  it  as  he  found  it. 
He  undertakes,  therefore,  that  he  will  leave  it  cleaned,  for 
it  was  cleaned  when  he  took  it. 

RoLFE,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Bxek.  qfPleoi, 
1844. 

Mai/  8.  EmBLIN  V.  DaBTNXLL. 

A  count  on  a     AsSUMPSlT.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 

promusory 

note  made  paj-  that  the  defendant,  on  be.,  made  his  pronussory  note  in 

cuiar^pkcc!'^^*  Writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  to  the  order  of  J. 

Sd/5^^''  Bowstead,  at  No.  2,  Philpot-lane,  City,  the  sum  of  151. 

note,  is  bad  ig^,  g^f.,  three  months  after  the  date  thereof  (which  pe- 

after  Terdict, 

if  it  omits  to  riod  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit), 

•ro^nif  at'  ^^^  ^1^^^  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  said  J.  B.,  who 

^^^T^^laia-  ^®^  indorsed  the  same  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  defend* 

tion  contained  ant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  note^ 

bad  count,  with  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof.     Then  followed 

mentofda^  a  count  for  SOL  due  on  an  account  stated,  and  there  wis 

tih^^thTr^'^'  ^  gciieral  breach,  that  the  defendant  had  disregarded  hk 

cooid  not  arrest  promises,  and  had  not  paid  the  said  monies,  or  any  put 

the  jadgment,      . .  ^ 

but  that  the       thereof. 

S^^  ~™        To  the  first  count,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  special  pkt; 

a  Tenire  de        and  to  the  sccond  count,  non  assumpsit,  except  as  to  161 

novo. 

Where,  on  18tf.  6d.,  and  as  to  that  sum  a  special  plea,  upon  which  he 
pmrare  of  ^  obtained  judgment  on  demurrer  to  the  replication.  The 
business,  a  mo-  eause  was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex. 

tion  for  a  new  ' 

trial,  &c.,  can-  when  the  Only  evidence  given  was  the  note,  and  thede- 
within  the  first  fcndant  not  appearing,  on  production  of  the  note,  a  genenl 
t^,^2d  Ae     ^^rdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

case  is  put 

down  in  the  list  ^     i      i      .       t 

of  reserredmo-  HurUtone  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
thi^'fact  shoi^d  judgment  should  not  be  arrested  on  the  first  count,  snd 
be  given  to  the    ^^yy  the  vcrdict  On  the  sccoud  count  should  not  be  entered 

opposite  party,  "^ 

or  he  will  be      for  the  defendant.     He  submitted,  that  as  the  note  was 

entitled  to  the 

costs  of  signing  alleged  to  be  payable  at  a  particular  place  in  the  body  of  it, 
he  proceeds  to  there  should  have  been  an  averment  of  a  presentment  at 
^®  ^'  that  place :  Saunderson  v.  Bowes  (a),  WiUiams  v.  Waring  (i). 


(a)   14  East,  600.  (6)  10  B.  &  Cr.  2;  5  Man.  &  Ry.  9. 


r\ 
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[Parke,  B. — ^Yes ;  the  statute  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  78,  does  Sxeh.  nf  Pleat, 
not  extend  to  promissory  notes.]  The  Court  having  granted    ^  ^      . 
a  rule,  Emblin 


Petersdorff  shewed  cause  upon  an  affidavit,  which  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded  to  sign  judgment,  and 
urged  that  the  application  was  therefore  too  late.  Doe  d. 
Duncan  v.  Edwards  (a).  At  all  events,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  signing  judgment. 

Hurbtone,  in  support  of  the  rule. — This  motion  was 
made  on  the  6th  day  of  the  term,  in  consequence  of  the 
pressure  of  business,  the  case  having  been  duly  set  down 
in  the  list  of  reserved  motions ;  and  the  plaintiff  having 
served  the  defendant  with  a  notice  of  taxation,  the  de- 
fendant gave  him  notice  that  the  motion  was  about  to  be 
made.  In  Doe  d.  Duncan  v.  Edwards,  Patieson,  J.,  (after 
observing  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  party  mov- 
ing for  the  rule  should  give  notice  of  the  cause  being  set 
down  on  the  paper),  says,  '^  It  is  true,  that  it  is  rarely  that 
such  a  case  will  occur,  it  being  obvious  that  unless  a  party 
choose  to  relinquish  his  costs,  he  would  have  to  give  notice 
of  taxation  of  costs ;  and  the  other  party,  on  being  served 
with  the  notice,  would  say  that  it  was  made  too  early,  as  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  about  to  be  made.''  In  the 
present  case,  that  very  course  was  pursued. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^The  Master  reports  to  us,  that,  before 
notice  of  taxation  is  given,  it  is  the  practice  to  make  an 
entry  of  judgment  in  the  Judgment  Office;  costs  would 
be  incurred  by  that  step,  which  the  defendant  ought  to 
pay,  as  he  has  omitted  to  give  notice  of  the  cause  having 
been  entered  in  the  list. 

Petersdorff. — It  is  conceded  that  the  count  on  the  note 

(a)  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  517. 
VOL.  XII.  Ill  M.  W, 


9. 

Dahtnkll* 
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Bxch.  of  Plea;  \%  bad ;  bnt,  as  the  other  count  is  good^  the  Covrt  will  not 
^     arrest  the  judgment^  bat  will  award  a  yenire  de  nofo. 

EllBLIN 

Dartnkll.         Parke,  B. — That  is  certainly  the  practice^  and  the  rule 
must  be  absolute  for  a  venire  de  novo. 

Rule  aoccMrdin^. 


Doe  d.  Twining  and  Another  v.  Muscott  (a). 
The  lord  of  a      EjECTMENT  for  the  recovery  of  three  copyhold  ten^ 

manor,  having  , 

a  right  to  seize    ments,  held  of  the  manor  of  Pembridge  Foreign,  in  the 

oSiui^iie^   county  of  Hereford. 

defectu  tencn.        ^t  the  trial,  before  mUiams,  J.,  at  the  Summer  Asaiies 

tis,  brought  '  '      ' 

ejectment  for  Herefordshire,  1843,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 

fendant,  a  feme  brought  by  the  lords  of  the  above  manor,  to  compel  the 

covert  dalm- 
ing  to  be  en- 
titled to  the  lands,  in  order  to  enforce  payment  of  certain  fines  claimed  in  reapect  tfaenot 
There  was  no  evidence  of  the  defendant's  title ;  bat  it  was  shewn  that  diere  vraa  an  entry  in  Iks 
court  rolls,  Uiat  the  defendant  had  appeared  at  a  court  holden  for  the  manor,  by  her  attoni^, 
and  had  claimed  to  be  admitted  to  the  lands  on  the  death  of  the  former  tenant ;  and  had  bea 
admitted  accordingly.  The  lands  consisted  of  three  tenements,  which,  in  former  admittsnesi, 
had  been  described,  one  of  them  as  containing  14)  acres,  the  others  without  any  admeasare> 
ment.  In  the  entry  of  the  defendant's  admittance,  the  description  was  the  aame,  and  in  addi- 
tion, the  whole  were  stated  to  contain  148  acres.  Hiree  several  fines  were  then  ■Tft^  on  the 
premises.  It  was  objected,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  on  the  grounds.  Int. 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  by  the  defendant  or  by  the  lord 
for  her,  under  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  65,  ss.  4  &  5,  and  that  therefore  the  admitlanoe  mi 
assessment  of  the  fine  were  void ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  variation  in  the  deacription  of  the 
lands  vitiated  the  proceedings. 

Heldt  that,  there  being  no  answer  to  the  lord's  title  to  seize  quonsque,  except  the  supposed 
acknowledgment  on  the  court- roll  of  the  defendant's  title,  that  acknowlec^ment  must  be  takes 
altogether,  and  was,  therefore,  evidence  that  the  attorney  was  duly  appointed  for  the  purpose, 
and  claimed  to  be  admitted  to  the  three  tenements  as  described  in  the  admittance ;  or  if  it  woe 
said  that  the  lord's  right  of  entry  was  defeated  by  the  actual  admittance  of  the  defendant,  sack 
admittance  must  be  taken  altogether  to  be  such  as  would  give  her  a  legal  title,  and  thereAxe 
no  objection  could  be  taken  to  the  want  of  the  due  appointment  of  the  attorney,  or  to  the  de- 
scription of  the  tenements. 

where  a  fine  arbitrary  is  imposed,  it  is  due  to  the  lord  of  common  right,  and  it  is  for  the  te- 
nant to  shew  that  it  was  unreasonable. 

Although  the  lord  of  a  manor  proceeds  in  the  first  instance  on  his  right  to  enter  and  mat 
quousque  pro  defectu  tenentis,  if  that  be  answered,  he  may  nevertheless  recover  on  a  right  ef 
entrv  and  seizure  quousque  the  fine  is  satisfied. 

The  right  of  entry  quousque  u  not  affected  by  the  9th  section  of  the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  WE 
4,  c.  65. 

(a)  This  case  was  determined  in  Hilary  Term  (Jan.  19),  but  has  been 
unavoidably  postponed. 
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payment  of  certain  fines  claimed  to  be  due  for  the  said  B»ch.ofPiea», 
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tenements,  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

The  defendant  had  purchased  the  three  copyhold  estates 
from  Mrs.  M'Murdo,  a  married  woman,  and  they  had  been 
so  long  held  in  unity  of  possession  with  a  freehold  estate,  muscott. 
that  they  could  not  be  distinguished  from  each  other,  or 
from  the  freehold.  On  the  death  of  Mrs.  M^Murdo's  grand- 
mother, the  last  tenant  on  the  rolls,  three  proclamations 
were  made  for  the  party  entitled  to  come  in  and  be  admit- 
ted, and  at  the  next  following  court,  Mrs.  M^urdo  was  ad- 
mitted according  to  the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  66. 
The  entry  on  the  court  rolls  was,  that  she  was  admitted 
by  J.  G.  W.,  her  attorney,  but  no  appointment  of  the  at- 
torney by  the  lords,  or  by  Mrs.  M^Murdo,  was  stated.  The 
description  of  the  three  copyhold  estates  in  her  admittance 
was  the  same  as  on  the  last  admittance,  with  the  addition  of 
these  words  at  the  end : — '^  All  which  said  hereditaments 
and  premises  contain  148  acres,  1  rood,  14  perches;  '^  the 
old  description  stating  one  estate  to  be  14|  acres,  and 
giving  no  admeasurement  of  either  of  the  others.  Three 
several  fines  were  assessed,  and  demanded  of  Mrs.  M'Murdo 
and  her  husband,  and  on  non-payment,  this  action  was 
brought,  three  lunar  months  after  the  demand.  A  verdict 
was  found  for  the  plaintiff^,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  de- 
fendant to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  grounds,  first, 
that  no  evidence  was  given,  either  of  the  extent  of  the 
copyhold  estates,  the  custom  with  respect  to  fines,  or  the 
reasonableness  of  the  fines;  secondly,  that  the  lord  was 
bound  to  follow  the  ancient  description  on  the  court-rolls, 
and  the  admittance  of  Mrs.  M^Murdo  was  avoided  by  the 
addition  of  the  statement  of  the  acreage ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  the  admittance  was  void,  because  there  was  no  re- 
cital on  the  court-rolls,  nor  other  evidence,  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  attorney  by  the  lords  of  the  manor,  or  by  Mrs. 
M'Murdo. 

Talfimrd,  Serjt.,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  moved  pur- 
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jSxeh.o/Pieat,  suant  to  the  leave  reserved,  and  obtained  a  role  nisi, 
^^^-         against  which,  in  Hilary  Term  {Jan.  19), 

Smythies  shewed  cause. — ^The  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  s 
right  of  entry,  whether  Mrs.  M'Murdo  was  or  was  not  ad* 
mitted,  or  entitled  to  be  so.  The  defendant  contends,  thst 
a  married  woman  entitled  to  admittance  being  protected 
from  forfeiture  by  1 1  Oeo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  65,  s.  9,  the 
lords  must  proceed  under  that  statute ;  and  that  here  the 
proceeding  was  irregular,  and  the  admittance  void,  because 
no  attorney  was  properly  appointed,  and  the  ancient  de- 
scription of  the  lands  was  altered ;  and  that,  if  not,  the  fines 
were  not  well  assessed,  because  no  evidence  was  given  of 
the  custom  as  to  the  amount  of  the  fine,  nor  as  to  its  rea- 
sonableness, nor  as  to  the  identity  of  the  lands.  All  this 
reasoning  is  founded  on  the  assumption  of  Mrs.  M'Mur- 
do's  having  title,  of  which  no  evidence  was  given.  Then,  ii 
an  abortive  attempt  to  admit  her  an  admission  by  the  lords 
of  her  right  to  demand  admittance  ?  The  lords  are  denied 
all  information  as  to  her  title,  but  admit  her  as  a  daimant 
But  the  statute  applies  only  on  the  assumption  of  her  title. 
[ParkCf  B. — But  what  right  have  you  to  proceed  at  com- 
mon law,  having  admitted  ?]  If  the  admittance  is  valid, 
the  lord  may  enter  for  the  non-payment  of  the  fines  in 
three  months,  at  common  law;  Denny  y.  Lemon  {a);  if  in- 
valid, he  enters  pro  defectu  tenentis.  In  North  v.  TTie 
Earl  and  Countess  of  Strafford  {b),  it  was  held,  that  if  the 
attorney  appeared  for  the  feme  covert  withont  authoritji 
the  lord  might  enter  at  common  law,  and  if  not,  he  might 
sue  for  his  fine.  The  right  of  entry,  which  the  lords  had 
after  the  third  proclamation,  could  not  be  lost  but  by  a 
valid  admittance ;  they  could  not  lose  it  unless  the  tenant 
acquired  it ;  for  the  proceedings  at  the  fourth  court  could 
not  take  an  estate  from  the  lords  without  giving  it  to  the 
tenant. 

(a)  Hob.  135.  (b)  3  P.  Wmi.  148. 
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But,  even  if  the  attempt  to  admit  Mrs.  M'Murdo  was  Exch.  ofPietu, 


from  any  irregularity  abortive,  and  yet  operates  as  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  her  title  to  admittance,  the  lords  may 
enter  quosuque,  though  not  for  a  forfeiture ;  North  v.  Straf- 
ford;  Doe  d.  Tarrant  y.Hellier  (a),  decided  on  the  similar 
repealed  statute,  9  Geo.  1,  c.  29  (A).  [Lord  Abinffer,  C.  B. 
— You  say,  if  she  is  entitled,  the  lords  may  enter  quousque, 
and  if  not,  they  have  a  right  to  bring  ejectment  under  the 
statute  for  the  fine.]  If  entitled,  but  not  admitted,  they 
may  enter  quousque ;  if  not  entitled,  the  statute  does  not 
apply.  IParke^  B. — Have  not  the  lords  admitted  her 
title  ?]  If  the  fact  of  admittance  proves  a  previous  title 
to  demand  it,  a  voluntary  grant  could  never  be  proved ; 
but  even  if  a  valid  admittance,  giving  the  lords  a  right  to 
sue  for  the  fines,  might  conclude  them  as  to  her  title,  an 
abortive  attempt,  giving  no  right  to  a  fine,  will  not ;  nor 
an  admittance  under  mistake  of  facts ;  Zouch  d.  Forse  v. 
Forse  (c);  and  here  the  title  claimed  turned  out  to  be 
false.' 

Assuming,  however,  that  she  is  entitled,  and  that  the 
lords  must  proceed  under  the  statute,  the  proceedings  were 
regular.  If  an  attorney  appear  at  the  court  without  au- 
thority, yet  by  the  party's  subsequent  assent,  the  admit- 
tance is  good :  Blunt  v.  Clark  {d) :  and  neither  Mrs. 
M'Murdo,  nor  the  defendant  claiming  under  her,  can 
complain  of  an  invalidity  which  was  curable  by  her  assent. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  there  was  an  improper  addi- 
tion of  the  acreage  to  the  ancient  description ;  but  this 
objection  applies  to  two  only  out  of  the  three  estates,  for 
the  ancient  description  states  one  to  be  14|  acres,  and 
leaves  the  other  two  unmeasured ;  and  the  additional  state- 
ment that  all  three  amount  to  148  acres,  1  rood,  14 
perches,  is  merely  equivalent  to  a  statement  that  the  two 

(o)  3  T.  R.  162.  (c)  7  East,  100. 

\h)  1  Scriven,  401 ;  1  Watkins,  {d)  2  Sid.  51  ;  1  Scrivcn,  360. 

292. 
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Bxck.  ofPieoi,  amount  to  148  acres^  1  rood,  14  perches^  minus  14|  araes, 

leaving  the  ancient  description  as  to  one  unaltered.  As 
to  the  other  two^  the  lords  had  a  right  to  a  description 
sufficient  to  identify  the  lands :  Reff.  v.  Lord  qf  the  Manor 
Muscm.  ^f  Si^hopstoke  (a) :  for  otherwise  the  boundaries  must  in 
time  be  lost,  since  a  mere  name  cannot  continue  for  ever 
to  identify  the  lands ;  and  there  was  some  evidence  for  the 
jury  that  the  statement  as  to  the  acreage  was  true^  for  the 
defendant,  after  receiving  notice  of  the  description  which 
would  be  used  in  default  of  his  tendering  a  better,  attend* 
ed,  with  his  attorney,  at  the  court  at  which  Mrs.  M'Murdo 
was  admitted,  and  made  no  objection  to  the  statement  now 
objected  to.  The  defendant  contends,  that  when  the  boun- 
daries are  confused,  the  lord^s  proper  remedy  is  by  a  com- 
mission in  equity  to  ascertain  the  boundaries ;  but  as  thit 
relief  is  granted  to  lords  of  manors  only,  on  the  ground 
that  the  confusion  arises  by  default  of  the  tenant,  whose 
duty  it  is  to  keep  up  the  boundaries,  the  defendant  cannot 
allege  that  the  lords  are  bound  to  seek  that  remedy,  whidi 
will  be  granted  only  on  his  own  default.  Godfrey  ▼• 
Littel{b). 

Then  as  to  the  assessment  of  the  fines,  it  was  proved 
that  fines  were  payable  on  alienation  and  descent,  and  all 
fines  are  prim&  facie  arbitrary,  or  the  lord  entitled  to  tvo 
years'  value;  and  the  onus  of  proof  is  on  the  tenant  to 
prove  a  custom  for  a  fine  certain,  or  that  the  amount  is  ex- 
cessive :  Denny  v.  Lemon  (c).  But  further,  as  the  lords  do 
not  recover  any  fine  in  this  action,  the  amount  is  not  in 
issue,  but  merely  whether  any  is  due.  \JParkey  B. — But 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  unless  the  fine  was  properiy  as- 
sessed.] The  statute  does  not  permit  the  defendant  to  dis- 
pute the  amount  in  this  action;  had  that  been  the  inten- 
tion, section  10  would  have  had  the  words  "  or  excessive,'' 


(a)  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  G09.  (b)  1  Ruts.  &  M.  59. 

(c)  1  Scriven,  421 ;  Hob.  135. 
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after  the  word ''  unlawful  /'  and  section  7  gives  him  a  dis-  E^ech.  ofpieat, 

1 HAA 

tinct  remedy,  if  the  lord  retains  possession  after  levying  a 
reasonable  amount.  This  objection  also  requires  that  the 
tenant  should  shew  more  evidence  of  title  than  the  bare 
fact  of  admittance,  for  on  a  voluntary  grant  the  fine  is  ad 
libitum;  the  custom,  which  restrains  the  lord,  attaching 
only  to  those  who  have  a  right  to  admittance  (a). 

Lastly,  it  is  said  that  the  fines  were  not  well  assessed,  be- 
cause the  lands  cannot  be  identified ;  but  the  identification 
is  not  necessary  in  an  action  for  the  fine  {b) ;  and  still  less 
can  it  be  in  ejectment,  where  the  fine  is  not  recovered. 
The  identification  was  however  sufficient  in  this  case,  as  it 
appeared  that  the  description  in  the  defendant's  title-deeds, 
the  court-roUs,  and  the  declaration,  were  all  verbally  iden- 
tical. 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  and  W.  J.  Alexander,  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  whole  proceedings  in  this  case  were  instituted 
upon  and  proved  under  the  stat.  11  Oeo.  4  &  1  Will.  4, 
c.  65.  If  then  it  be  said  that  the  lords  were  entitled  to 
enter  and  seize  quousque,  they  are  in  this  difficulty,  that 
they  have  admitted  the  tenant  under  the  statute,  and  can- 
not therefore  now  say  that  they  have  seized  as  for  a  for- 
feiture. Doe  d.  Tarrant  v.  Hellier  decides  that  an  absolute 
seizure  cannot  be  afterwards  set  up  as  a  seizure  quousque. 
So  it  is  repugnant  and  inconsistent  to  say  at  the  same 
time  that  the  lord  holds  quousque,  and  that  there  is  a  fine 
payable,  which  supposes  an  admittance.  The  question, 
therefore,  really  is,  whisther  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
have  been  complied  with.  The  4th  section  empowers  a 
feme  covert,  by  entry  under  her  hand  and  seal,  to  appoint 
an  attorney  on  her  behalf,  for  the  purpose  of  appearing 
and  taking  an  admittance  to  copyhold  land.  Then  sect.  5, 
in  default  of  appearance  of  the  feme  covert  in  her  own 

(a)  1  Watkins,  372.     (6)  I  Scriven,  421,  citing  North  v.  Strafford. 
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Exch.ofPitoi,  person,  or  by  her  attorney,  empowers  the  lord  or  steward, 

after  three  courts  ha?e  been  duly  holden,  and  proclama- 
tions made,  to  appoint,  at  any  subsequent  court,  a  fit  per- 
son to  be  attorney  for  the  feme  covert,  and  by  such  at- 
torney to  admit  her  according  to  such  estate  as  she  shall 
be  legally  entitled  to  in  the  land,  and,  upon  such  admitr 
tance,  to  impose  and  set  such  fine  as  might  have  been 
legally  imposed  and  set  if  she  had  been  sole  and  unmar- 
ried. Here  there  was  no  appointment  of  the  attorney  by 
the  lord,  and  all  that  appears  is  a  mere  recital  on  the  roll 
that  Mrs.  M'Murdo  appeared  by  attorney ;  not  saying  an 
attorney  appointed  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  either  by  her 
or  by  the  lord.  There  ought  to  have  been  a  formal  re- 
corded entry  of  the  appointment  of  the  attorney,  according 
to  the  form  given  by  Mr.  Scriven.  Where  a  party  foiuids 
his  proceedings  upon  a  statute,  all  its  provisions  ought 
to  be  strictly  pursued:  Christie  v.  Unwin  (a).  [Lord 
AHnger^  C.  6. — The  statute  is  made  in  aid  of  the  lord,  and 
he  is  bound  to  follow  it  if  he  admits ;  but  if  he  does  not, 
but  chooses,  after  the  three  proclamations,  not  to  proceed 
under  the  statute,  may  he  not  bring  ejectment  ?]  There 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  this  appointment  did  not  take 
place  before  the  three  courts  had  been  held.  There  ought 
to  be  something  in  the  nature  of  a  record  of  the  appoint- 
ment, which,  by  the  statute,  is  to  be  made  at  a  court,  and 
at  a  particular  time. 

Secondly,  the  introduction,  in  the  last  admittance,  of 
the  acreage  of  the  estates, — whether  applicable  to  one  of 
them  or  to  all, — vitiated  the  proceedings.  The  lords  there- 
by created  for  themselves  new  copyhold  tenements, — and 
which  in  fact  were  probably  freehold.  If  this  were  al- 
lowed, the  lord  of  a  manor  might  create  a  copyhold  within 
legal  memory.  At  all  events,  it  would  aficct  the  amount 
of  the  fine,  the  reasonableness  of  which  must  depend  on 

(o)  11  Ad.  &  E.  373  ;  3  P.  &  D.  20i, 
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the  extent  of  the  tenements^  and  would  give  bim  the  means  Rreh.  qfPieoi, 
of  increasing  the  fines  on  admittance.  It  is  said  that 
there  has  been  a  tacit  acquiescence  in  this  description; 
but  that  is  not  so ;  the  fine  was  not  paid^  nor  did  the  te- 
nant come  in  on  that  notice ;  and  all  the  proceedings  are  in 
invitum.  Then  it  is  said  that  the  declaration  in  the  title- 
deeds  was  the  same ;  it  was^  indeed^  the  same  as  on  the 
old  admittance^  which  has  been  improperly  added  to. 

Nor  is  it  true  that  there  was  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
reasonableness  of  the  fine.  And  when  it  is  said  that  the 
onus  is  upon  the  tenant  to  shew  that  the  fine  is  unreason- 
able, it  is  not  meant  thereby  to  relieve  the  lord  from  giving 
some  amount  of  prim&  facie  evidence  that  it  was  reasonable. 
The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  were  cases  where  the 
lands  were  known  and  could  be  identified.  The  lord  has 
full  means  of  ascertaining  and  identifying  the  lands  by  a 
commission  in  equity,  and  had  no  right  thus  to  apply  a 
new  description  to  the  whole. 

Parke,  B.,  referred  to  the  9th  section  of  the  statute, 
which  enacts,  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that  act, 
"  no  infant,  feme  covert,  or  lunatic  shall  forfeit  any  copy- 
hold land  for  his  or  her  neglect  or  refusal  to  come  to  any 
court  to  be  kept  for  any  manor  whereof  such  land  is  par- 
cel, and  to  be  admitted  thereto,  nor  for  the  omission, 
denial,  or  refusal  of  any  such  infant,  &c.,  to  pay  any  fine 
imposed  or  set  upon  his  or  her  admittance  to  any  such 
land : "  and  observed,  that  the  lord,  by  admitting  a  party 
as  being  entitled  as  a  feme  co?ert,  gives  prim&  facie  evi- 
dence against  himself  that  she  is  entitled ;  then,  by  the 
9th  section,  it  would  seem  that  he  cannot  proceed  against 
her  by  seizure.  [Smytkies. — That  section  only  says  that 
she  shall  not  forfeit  the  land ;  that  refers  to  absolute  for- 
feiture by  custom.  There  was  a  similar  clause  in  the  old 
statute,  9  Geo.  1,  c.  29,  and  it  was  admitted  in  Doe  d. 
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death  of  a  eopvholder,  to  the  possession  of  the  eofwhcH 
unless,  after  dne  prodamatkms  made,  an  heir  at  law,  or 
some  other  penoo,  entitled  br  the  custom  of  the  manor  to 
be  admitted,  makes  a  claim,  or  unless  he  has  admitted  a 
tenant,  who  against  him,  thoefiDre,  has  a  right  to  possess  the 
ooprfaold.  It  appesred  that  the  lords  had,  on  the  death  of 
the  former  tenant,  made  the  three  pnq^er  proclamations  far 
theheirto  come  in,  after  which  Mrs.  M'Mnrdo,  a  feme  eo- 
Tert,  was  admitted  on  the  12th  October,  1842,  to  thethive 
tenements,  which  are  described  in  the  admittance  as  th^ 
had  been  in  the  old  admittances,  one  only  by  the  nnmber 
of  acres,  and  there  is  superadded  a  new  description  of  sll 
the  three  tenements,  as  containing  148  acres,  3  roods,  14 
perches.  The  defendant  resisted  the  action  under  the  titk 
of  Mrs.  M^urda  lliere  was  no  eridence  of  the  title  of 
Mrs.  M'Mordo,  but  it  was  stated  on  the  it^  that  Mn. 
M'Mordo  came  to  the  lords'  court,  and  was  admitted  br 
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her  attorney.    No  other  proof  of  the  appointment  of  the  Bxek,  qfPieoi, 
attorney  was  given.    Notice  of  these  fines  was  given  to 
Mrs.  M'Murdo  and  her  husband,  and  they  not  having  been 
paid,  this  ejectment  was  brought. 

Several  objections  were  made  on.  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant. 1.  That  there  was  no  proof  of  the  appointment  of  an 
attorney  by  Mrs.  M'Murdo,  under  her  hand  and  seal,  nor 
by  the  lord  for  her,  by  virtue  of  the  stat.  1  Will  4,  c  66, 
and  that  therefore  the  admittance  and  assessment  of  the 
fine  were  void.  2.  That  the  lord  had  no  right  to  annex 
to  the  description  of  the  ancient  tenements  a  new  ad- 
measurement, as  the  ^tenant  would  be  thereby  concluded 
as  to  the  quantity  of  land  comprised  in  them.  8.  That 
there  was  no  evidence  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  fine. 

One  general  answer  was  given,  and  we  think  a  pro- 
per one,  to  the  two  first  objections,  viz.,  that  the  lords 
had  a  right  to  seize  quousque  for  the  want  of  a  tenant,  the 
proclamations  being  all  regular,  and  to  proceed  in  the  first 
instance  on  that  case ;  and  the  defendant's  only  answer  to 
it  must  be,  either  that  the  tenant  really  entitled  had 
duly  claimed  to  be  admitted  at  a  court  (unless  such  formal 
claim  had  been  dispensed  with.  Doe  v.  Bellamy  (a), 
of  which  there  is  no  proof);  or  that  the  lords  had 
actuaUy  admitted  some  tenant  thereto.  But  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  that  Mrs.  M^urdo  was  really  entitled, 
and  claimed  to  be  admitted  at  a  court,  except  that  the 
lords  had  acknowledged  those  facts  on  the  court  roll  con- 
taining her  admittance  as  tenant;  and  if  the  defendant 
uses  this  acknowledgment,  he  must  take  it  altogether,  and 
it  is  evidence  that  Mrs.  M^urdo's  attorney,  by  whom  the 
claim  was  made,  was  duly  appointed  for  the  purpose,  and 
claimed  to  be  admitted  to  the  three  tenements  as  described 
in  her  admittance ;  or  if  the  defendant  contends  that  the 
lords'  right  of  entry  is  defeated  by  the  actual  admittance 

(a)  2  M.  &  SeL  87. 
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Ssek.  qf  Pleat,  of  a  tenant^  the  admittance  in  that  case  must  be  taken  al- 

together  to  be  such  as  would  give  the  tenant  the  legal 
estate^  and  no  objection  could  be  taken  to  the  want  of  a 
due  appointment  of  the  attorney^  or  to  the  description  of 
the  tenements.     The  lords'  case^  therefore^  as  founded  on 
the  right  of  entry  to  hold  quousque  pro  defectu  tenentb, 
is  either  not  answered  at  all^  or  is  answered  by  evidence, 
which  supports  the  right  to  enter  under  the  6th  section  d 
the  1  Wm.  4th,  c.  65,  for  non-payment  of  the  fine  im- 
posed and  set  upon  the  admittance,  if  such  fine  was  duly 
imposed.     No  objection  was  made  to  the  form  in  which  this 
was  dbne,  and  the  notice  of  it  was  duly  given,  and  the  only 
point  remaining  is,  whether  the  lords  were  bound  to  giie 
any  evidence  to  shew  that  it  was  reasonable  in  amount 
There  is  same  evidence  for  the  jury  of  its  being  reasonable, 
that  is,  that  it  did  not  exceed  two  years'  improved  value, 
as  the  number  of  acres  is  specified  in  the  admission ;  bat 
such  evidence  is  unnecessary,  because  it  is  settled  that 
where  a  fine  arbitary  is  imposed,  it  is  due  to  the  lord  of 
common  right,  and  it  is  only  matter  of  excuse  to  the  te- 
nant that  it  is  unreasonable :  Denny  v.  Lemon  (a). 

It  was  then  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  if  the  lord 
proceeded  in  the  first  instance  on  his  right  to  enter  and 
seize  quousque  pro  defectu  tenentis,  and  that  was  answered^ 
he  could  not  alter  his  course,  and  recover  on  a  right  of  en- 
try and  seizure  quousque  the  fine  was  satisfied ;  and  Doe 
d.  Tarrant  v.  HeUier  was  cited  as  an  authority  for  that 
position.  It  is  not,  however,  any  authority  on  that  point 
There  the  formal  steps  taken  by  the  lord,  before  the 
ejectment,  were  held  to  warrant  a  seizure  as  for  a  forfeiture 
only,  and  could  not  be  applied  to  a  seizure  quousqoe 
for  which  other  formal  proceedings  were  therefore  neces- 
sary before  the  ejectment.  Here  every  step  was  taken  that 
was  necessary  for  either  description  of  seizure  quousqoe. 

(a)  Hob.  135. 
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One  other  point,  however,  occurred  to  the  Court  as  Brek.qfPieoi, 
proper  to  be  considered,  which  is,  whether  the  admittance 
might  not  be  taken  against  the  lords  as  a  confession  that  a 
feme  covert  was  entitled :  and  if  so,  whether  their  right  of 
entry  quousque  was  not  taken  away  by  the  9th  section  of 
the  1  Wm.  4,  c.  65,  which  provides  that  no  feme  covert 
shall  forfeit  any  copyhold  land  for  her  neglect  or  refusal 
to  come  to  a  court  to  be  admitted,  nor  for  the  omission, 
denial,  or  refusal  by  such  feme  covert  to  pay  any  fine 
imposed  or  set  upon  her  admittance  to  such  land.  But 
upon  consideration  of  this  section,  we  think  that  it 
means  only,  as  indeed  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words 
imports,  to  protect  her  estate  from  forfeUure,  properly  so 
termed,  to  which  the  custom  of  particular  manors  renders 
estates  liable  for  not  appearing  at  the  lords'  court.  Upon 
a  seizure  quousque,  there  is  no  forfeiture;  and  if  the  words 
were  construed  in  a  popular  sense,  to  mean  a  seizure 
quousque,  the  last  part  of  the  clause  would  be  repugnant, 
as  a  seizure  quousque  is  the  remedy  given  by  the  prior 
section  6,  for  a  fine  imposed  on  a  feme  covert's  admit- 
tance. We  think,  therefore,  that  this  species  of  proceed- 
ings, in  the  case  of  a  feme  covert,  is  not  abrogated  by 
the  stat.  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c  65.  All  the  objections, 
therefore,  being  satisfactorily  answered,  the  rule  must  be 
discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


at  the  kstaflsiRs 
J.,  to  recover 
FcNT  the  pur- 
if  tke  leaor  fd  tlie  {dainti^ 
luDi  of  the  manor  woe 
ahfpcUd  by  the  coonael  for 
Id  hare  been  stamped,  with- 
reeaiahle  in  eridenee.     The 
the  ofcyctionj  and  the  docomoiti 
A  Tcrdki  wai  found  for  the  plain- 
to  the  drfeadant  to  move  to  enter 


Tkjlbav^  Seijt^  nov  aMnred  accordingly. — ^The  question 
in  this  eve  is,  vhether  exsmmed  copies  of  the  court  rolls 
were  admissible  in  endenee  without  being  stamped;  andit 
is  submitted  that  they  were  not.    It  has  been  undoubtedly 
held  that  the  court  rolls  themsdves  may  be  given  in  evi- 
denee,  without  producing  a  stamped  copy ;  the  production 
of  the  original  court  rolls,  however,  is  not  an  infringement 
of  any  legislative  provision;  but  the  legislature  having,  by 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.,  tit.  "  Copy  of  court  roll,''  made 
the  copy  of  the  court  rolls  of  any  surrender  made  in  conrt 
subject  to  a  stamp,  it  is  otherwise  with  respect  to  them. 
In  Boscoe  on  Evidence,  p.  81,  6th  edit.,  there  is  a  quaere 
as  to  this  point ;  ''  whether  any  mere  examined  copy,  proved 
in  evidence,  requires  a  stamp  ?''  and  it  is  added,  "  for  the 
copy  mentioned  in  the  schedule  seems  to  mean  the  copy 
delivered  by  the  steward,  under  section  33  of  the  act." 
No  doubt  the  examined  copy  of  a  record  may  be  read  in 
evidence;  but  if  it  be  held  that  the  copy  delivered  out  by 
the  steward  requires  a  stamp,  but  an  examined  copy  does 
not,  then  the  very  same  instrument  may  be  evidence  in 
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the  one  case  and  not  in  the  other.  [Polhck,  C.  B. — Sup-  Bjeeh.  qfpieat, 
pose  the  court  rolls  had  been  accidentally  burnt^  but  pre-  .  ^^^' 
yiously  a  person  had  taken  a  oopy^  and  had  duly  examined 
it;  would  not  that  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  a 
stamp  ?  Alderson,  B. — In  the  ordinary  case  of  a  parish 
register,  a  certificate  requires  a  stamp,  but  an  examined 
copy  does  not.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was 
clearly  admissible,  and  that  the  provisions  of  the  Stamp 
Act  in  this  respect  apply  only  to  copies  of  court  rolls  given 
out  and  signed  by  the  steward.  There  will,  therefore,  be 
no  rule  in  this  case. 

Parke,  6. — ^I  also  agree  that  an  examined  copy  of  the 
court  rolls  is  sufficient,  and  that  the  copy  of  the  court  rolls 
delivered  out  and  signed  by  the  steward  is  the  one  con- 
templated by  the  Stamp  Act.  A  party  may  either  pro- 
duce the  original  roll,  or  he  may  send  a  person  to  take  a 
copy  and  examine  the  roll;  the  copy  so  taken  requires  no 
stamp. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Bolfe,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Doe  dem  Barbour  and  others  r.  Munro.  April  29. 

Ejectment  to  recover  two  plots  of  land  in  St.  Peter's  Where  certain 
Square,  Manchester.     By  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  deDtunf  or 
order  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  the  following  case  was  )^  oonwed 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  pursuant  to  3  &  4  Will.  ^^^  to  C. 

upon  troft  that 
4,  C.  42,  S.  25.  he  might  con- 

Tey  the  tame  to 
certain  peraons 
therein  named,  npon  such  tmsts  as  appeared  and  were  expressed  and  declared  hy  an  indentnre 
of  barcain  and  side  already  prepared,  and  intended  to  bear  date  the  dav  following,  whidi  lease 
was  snbseqaently  executed,  and  the  trusts  declared  were  for  certain  charitable  pnrpoaes : — Held, 
tiiat  the  deeds  of  lease  and  release,  not  having  been  attested  by  two  witnesses,  were  Toid  under 
the  Mortmain  Act,  although  the  bargain  and  sale  declaring  the  uses  was  duly  attested  and 
inroUed  pursuant  to  the  act. 
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Bxch.  qfPiemi,      Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  indentmes 

hereinafter  next  mentioned,  bearing  date  respeetiTely  the 
2nd  and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  the  said  lessors  of  the  plain- 
tiff Robert  Barbonr,  Daniel  Grant,  James  Bart,  Alexander 
Bannerman,  James  Kennedy,  and  John  Bannerman,  vere 
seised  as  joint  tenants  in  their  demesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in 
the  plot  or  piece  of  land  first  mentioned  and  expressed  to 
be  conveyed  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  3rd  April, 
1882,  with  the  erections  and  buildings  thereon,  and  the 
appurtenances,  being  No.  1,  of  the  premises  in  question  in 
this  action. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  making  of  the  same  inden- 
tures, the  said  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  James  Burt,  Daniel 
Grant,  Alexander  Bannerman,  James  Kennedy,  and  John 
Bannerman  were  seised  as  joint  tenants  in  their  demesne 
as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  plot  or  piece  of  land  secondly 
mentioned  and  expressed  to  be  conveyed  in  and  by  the 
said  indenture  of  the  3rd  April,  1832,  with  the  then 
erections  and  buildings  thereon,  and  the  appurtenances, 
being  No.  2,  of  the  premises  in  question  in  this  case. 

The  said  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  being  so  seised  as  afore- 
said, certain  indentures  of  lease  and  release  were  made, 
bearing  date  the  2nd  and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  the 
release  being  made  between  the  said  Daniel  Grant,  James 
Burt,  Alexander  Bannerman,  Robert  Barbour,  James 
Kennedy,  and  John  Bannerman  of  the  first  part,  the  said 
Daniel  Grant,  James  Burt,  Alexander  Bannerman,  James 
Kennedy,  and  John  Bannerman  of  the  second  part,  and 
William  Cririe,  of  Manchester,  aforesaid,  of  the  third  part 

(A  copy  of  these  deeds  is  annexed  to,  and  is  to  form  psrt 
of  this  case.)  The  said  indentures  of  the  2nd  and  3rd 
days  of  April,  1832,  were  respectively  signed,  sealed,  and 
delivered  by  all  the  said  parties  thereto  on  or  about  the 
3rd  day  of  April,  1832.  They  were  so  executed  by  the 
said  Daniel  Grant,  James  Burt,  Alexander  Bannerman, 
Robert  Barbour,  John  Bannerman,   and  William  Cririe, 
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respectively,  in  the  presence  of  one  witness ;  they  were  so  Bseh.  qfPieoit 
executed  by  said  James  Kennedy  in  the  presence  of  one     .    ^^^' 
other  witness.     Neither  of  the  said  indentures  was  inroUed 
in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months 
next  after  the  execution  thereof,  or  at  any  other  time. 

After  the  execution  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  deeds  last 
mentioned,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  thereof,  on 
the  4th  day  of  April,  1832,  an  indenture  of  bargain  and 
sale,  bearing  that  date,  was  made  between  the  said  William 
Cririe  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Daniel  Grant,  John  Allen, 
Alexander  Bannerman,  Robert  Barbour,  John  Banner- 
man,  James  M'Claren  the  younger,  and  Greorge  Freeland 
Barlow,  William  M'KafSe,  Robert  Hedderwick,  John  Shep- 
perd,  Samuel  Mitchell,  and  Duncan  Wright,  of  the  second 
part. 

(A  copy  of  the  said  deed  of  the  4th  of  April,  1832,  is 
annexed  to,  and  is  to  form  part  of,  this  case). 

The  said  indenture  of  the  4th  day  of  April,  1832,  was 
signed,  sealed,  and  delivered  by  all  the  said  parties  thereto, 
on  or  about  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  in  the  presence  of, 
and  was  attested  by,  two  credible  witnesses.  It  was  inroUed 
in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  execution  thereof,  and  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  execution  of  the  aforesaid  indentures  of  the  2nd 
and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  viz.  on  the  30th  day  of  July, 
1832.  All  the  said  parties  to  the  said  indentures  of  the  2nd 
and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  including  the  said  William 
Cririe,  party* of  the  first  part  to  the  said  indenture  of  the 
4th  day  of  April,  1832,  are  now  respectively  living.  More 
than  twelve  calendar  months  have  elapsed  since  the  date 
and  execution  of  the  said  several  indentures  respectively. 

The  defendant,  Alexander  Munro,  is  the  minister  for  the 
time  being  of  the  said  Scotch  church,  and  was  in  all  re- 
spects qualified  and  appointed  as  such  minister  according  to 
the  laws  relating  to  the  established  church  of  Scotland,  and 
according  to  the  terms,  stipulations,  and  provisoes  of  the 

VOL.  XII.  K  K  K  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUtu,  said  indenture  of  the  4th  day  of  April,  1832.   He  is  in  pot- 

session  of  the  premises  in  question,  as  minister  of  the  said 
church,  and  claims  to  hold  such  possession  on  behalf  of  thi 
trustees  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  last-mentioned  in- 
denture, by  whom  he  was  so  appointed  and  put  in  posses 
sion  as  aforesaid. 

On  the  26th  day  of  December,  1843,  the  lessors  of  thi 
plaintiff,  by  their  agent  in  that  behalf,  duly  demanded  of  thi 
said  Alexander  Munro  possession  of  the  premises  in  qoei' 
tion ;  and,  such  demand  not  being  complied  with,  this  sc- 
tion  was  afterwards  commenced. 

The  said  Alexander  Munro  hereby  admits  lease,  entrj^ 
and  ouster,  and  his  possession  of  the  premises  in  question, 
in  the  same  manner  as  he  could  and  ought  to  have  done  al 
the  trial  of  this  action,  if  the  same  had  proceeded  to  trial 

Either  party,  or  the  Court,  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  refa 
to  the  pleadings  and  consent-rule  in  this  cause,  or  fiui 
copies  thereof. 

The  Court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  inferences  oi 
find  any  facts  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  a  juij 
might  or  ought  to  have  drawn  or  found. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  that  the  said  indentures  of  th 
2nd  and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  are  void,  in  consequenoe 
of  the  same  not  having  been  inrolled  in  the  High  Court  ci 
Chancery  within  six  calendar  months  neit  after  the  execa- 
tion  thereof,  and  not  being  attested  by  two  or  more  credi- 
ble witnesses. 

The  defendant  contends,  that  the  said  deeds  are  not  void 
for  the  reasons  aforesaid.  That  the  same  did  not  require 
such  inrolment,  or  to  be  attested  by  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  and  that  the  said  deeds  are  to  be  construed  in 
connexion  with  the  said  indenture  of  the  4th  day  of  April, 
1832,  the  execution  of  which  was  duly  attested  by  two  at- 
dible  witnesses,  and  which  was  duly  inrolled  within  six 
calendar  months,  as  he  states  in  the  case. 
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The  plaintiff  will  also  contend^  that  the  said  indentures  Bspek.  qf  Pieoi, 
of  the  2nd  and  3rd  days  and  4th  day  of  April,  1832,  if  ^^'*- 
taken  together,  and  considered  as  one  conveyance  to  cha- 
ritable or  religious  uses,  are  void,  as  containing  a  power  of 
revocation,  reservation,  trust,  condition,  limitation,  clause, 
or  agreement  for  the  benefit  of  the  donors  or  grantors, 
contrary  to  the  9  Gteo.  2,  c.  36. 

The  defendant  will  contend,  that  the  said  deeds  do  not 
contain  any  such  power  of  revocation,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute. 

The  plaintiff  will  also  contend,  that  the  said  indentures 
of  the  2nd  and  3rd  days  of  April,  1832,  if  not  totally  void, 
are  void  as  against  the  said  James  Burt  and  James  Ken- 
nedy; those  two  persons  not  being  parties  to  the  said  in- 
denture of  the  4th  day  of  April,  1832. 

The  defendant  will  contend,  that  the  said  deeds  are  not 
void  as  against  the  said  James  Burt  and  James  Kennedy, 
but  that  their  interest,  if  any,  passed  by  the  said  deeds 
of  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  April,  1832,  to  which  they  were  par- 
ties as  aforesaid. 

The  indentures  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  April,  1832,  refer- 
red to  in  the  above  case,  were  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease, conveying  the  two  plots  of  land  in  question  from  the 
several  parties  thereto  of  the  first  and  second  parts  to  Wil- 
liam Cririe,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
William  Cririe,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  ''upon  trust, 
and  to  and  for  the  intent  and  purpose,  that  the  said  Wil- 
liam Cririe  may  convey  and  assign  the  same  unto  the 
said  Daniel  Grant,  [and  others,  naming  them],  tgfon  such 
trusts,  ifc.  as  appear  and  are  expressed  and  declared  of  and 
concerning  the  same  in  and  by  an  indenture  of  bargain  and 
sale  already  prepared,  and  intended  to  bear  date  the  day 
next  after  the  day  of  the  date  of  tJtese  presents."  And  the 
indenture  of  the  4th  of  April,  1832,  was  the  indenture 
there  referred  to,  made  in  pursuance  thereof.    And  it  was 

K  K  K  2 
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KeQ^,  tor  ibt  feaufs  of  tike  pfazntzCL— The  dccdi  of  the 
2iid  sod  3rd  of  April,  ISSS^aieioid  wmier  ^ktStmtmbtd 
Mortmam,  9  Geo^  2,  c  36t,  s.  1,  far  boc  ksviap  been  in- 
rolled  within  six  cnkndar  ■»!>>  after  their  eaecntjon,  aid 
BOC  hnrin^been  atteated  brtwocicdihle  witneawj^  aire- 
qoifcd  bj  that  ftatnte.  The  eve  aaonts  to  tlus,  tliat  die 
granton,  being  seised  in  fee  as  joint  tmanta,  contcy  these 
hmds  to  Crine,  but  as  tnutce  ooh-,  to  hold  the  premises 
snbject  to  certain  trasts  to  be  declared  br  another  deed, 
whidi  was  then  prepared,  and  whoA  tnssts  were  tar  dha- 
ritable  uses  and  porposes.  The  deeds  made,  therefore,  s 
complete  and  perfect  oonTejance  to  the  tmstee  upon  those 
trusts,  and  for  diaritabk  nses^  Now,  the  atat.  9  Gea  2, 
e.36,  s.  1,  enacts,  ^  that  no  manors^  lands,  fcc.  shall  be  giTea, 
granted,  aliened,  fimited,  released,  transferred,  assigned, 
or  appointed,  or  anj  ways  conTejed  <v  settled  to  or  opn 
any  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corp(»mte,  or  other- 
wise, for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoerer,  or  any  wsji 
charged  or  encombered  bj  any  person  or  persons  wfast- 
soerer,  in  trust  or  for  the  benefit  ot  any  charitable  uses 
whatsoever,  unless  such  gift,  conreyance,  appointment,  or 
settlement  of  any  such  lands,  &c.  be  and  be  made  by  deed 
indented,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  two  or 
more  credible  witnesses,  twelve  calendar  months  at  lesst 
before  the  death  of  such  donor  or  grantor,  including  the 
days  of  the  execution  and  death,  and  be  inrolled  in  his 
Majesty's  High  Court  of  Chancery  within  six  calendar 
months  after  the  execution  thereof;''  ..••''  and  unkas 
the  same  be  without  any  power  of  revocation,  reservation, 
trust,  condition,  limitation,  clause,  or  agreement  whatso- 
ever for  the  benefit  of  the  donor  or  grantor,  or  of  any  per- 
son or  persons  claiming  under  him."  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  this  case  is  within  the  express  terms  of  that 
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act  of  Parliament.  The  deeds  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  Eseh,  of  Pleat, 
April  are  the  only  instruments  which  convey  any  interest 
whatever^  or  under  which  any  interest  can  be  claimed 
from  the  donors.  They  convey  no  interest  to  Cririe  in  his 
own  right,  but  in  trust  only.  It  can  only  be  said  that 
the  trust  was  not  declared  until  the  following  day;  still 
he  held  the  lands  as  trustee  for  charitable  uses  declared  by 
the  deed  of  the  4th  of  April,  which  was  then  ready  pre- 
pared. If  this  case  were  not  held  to  be  within  the  statute, 
the  statute  might  be  evaded  in  the  simplest  mode  possible, 
by  having  two  conveyances  instead  of  one.  But  they  must 
be  taken  for  this  purpose  to  be  as  one  deed.  This  was 
really  and  substantially,  although  through  the  medium  of 
Cririe,  a  conveyance  to  the  persons  who  are  made  the 
trustees  for  the  charitable  uses  mentioned  and  contained 
in  the  indenture  of  the  4th  of  April.  Who  is  the  person 
twelve  months  before  whose  death  the  conveyance  is  to  be 
made?  Surely  not  Cririe,  but  the  original  grantors.  The 
consequence  of  holding  otherwise  would  be,  that  a  person, 
feeling  that  his  death  was  speedily  approaching,  might  con- 
vey to  a  healthy  person,  who  would  then  be  the  grantor  of 
the  estate,  by  which  the  object  of  the  statute  would  be 
completely  evaded.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  granting 
parties  to  the  deeds  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  April  are  the 
grantors,  by  what  conveyance  except  that  have  they  parted 
with  this  estate  ?  Those  deeds  ought,  therefore,  to  have 
been  inrolled  and  duly  attested,  pursuant  to  the  statute. 
In  Doe  d.  Wellard  v.  Hawthorn  (a),  the  owner  of  land  hav- 
ing at  his  own  expense  built  a  chapel,  which  was  used  for 
the  purpose  of  public  worship,  and  the  congregation  having 
subscribed  a  sum  of  money  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging 
and  improving  the  same,  he,  in  consideration  that  the 
money  so  subscribed  should  be  expended  for  that  purpose, 
demised  the  premises  by  lease  for  twenty-three  years,  re- 

(a)  2  B.  &  AM.  96. 
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Ssfeh.t^fPliM,  semng  a  peppercorn  rent  daring  his  life,  and*  £10  per 
___•     annum  after  his  death.    A  declaration  of  trust  was  after- 
wards  executed  by  some  of  the  lessees,  declaring  that  the? 
would  hold  the  premises  in  trust  for  the  oongr^ation  as- 
sembling at  the  chapel,  and  that,  in  case  the  public  wo^ 
ship  should  be  there  discontinued,  then  that  they  would 
assign  the  premises  for  civil  purposes :  and  it  was  held,  tbat 
this  was  a  conveyance  for  the  benefit  of  a  charitable  use,  and 
therefore  void  within  the  9  G«o.  2,  c.  86,  s.  1.     Bayleff,}., 
there  says, ''  To  ascertain  the  purpose  for  which  the  lease 
was  made,  we  must  see,  first,  the  situation  of  the  parties  at 
the  time;  then  what  was  the  thing  granted ;  and,  lastly,  the 
declaration  of  the  lessees  to  whom  the  grant  was  made.'' 
And,  after  going  through  the  facts  of  the  case,  he  sajs, 
**  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear  that  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  purpose  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment itself;  for,  if  it  were  so,  the  statute  might  always  be 
evaded.''    And  Abbott,  J.,  says,  ''The  lease  does  not  in  it- 
self contain  any  declaration  of  the  use  or  purpose  for  whidi 
it  is  granted.     I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear,  however,  that,  in 
order  to  learn  that  purpose,  the  Court  may  look,  not  onlj 
at  the  instrument  itself,  but  at  the  accompanying  feicts, 
both  before,  at,  and  aft;er  the  execution  of  the  lease.''    And 
Holroyd,  J.,  adds,  ''  It  is  a  general  principle  of  law,  wiA 
respect  to  deeds,  that,  where  a  statute  makes  them  void  as 
for  charitable  or  superstitious  uses,  or  where  they  are  void 
by  the  common  law,  as  contra  bonos  mores,  the  proof  of 
their  invalidity  may  be  collected,  not  only  from  the  instni- 
ment  itself,  but  from  circumstances  which,  though  they 
do  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  may  be  taken  into 
consideration."     It  is  a  mere  question  of  fact,  did  these 
grantors,  in  fact,  pass  any  interest  out  of  them  for  charita- 
ble purposes  ?     Of  that  there  can  be  no  doubt.     And  if  so, 
these  being  the  instruments  by  which  that  was  done,  and 
not  being  duly  attested  and  inroUed,  they  are  void  under 
the  statute.     But,  secondly,  it  will  be  said  that  you  may 
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resort  to  the  last  deed  of  the  4th  of  April ;  and,  as  that  has  Bxeh,  qfPieoi, 
been  inroUed  and  duly  attested,  it  is  sufficient :  but  that  is 
not  so ;  for  it  was  held  in  Doe  d.  Burdett  v.  WriglU  {a),  that 
it  is  not  only  the  trust,  but  the  legal  estate,  that  is  made 
void.  Bayley,  J.,  there  says,  *^  The  statute  makes  void,  not 
merely  the  trust,  but  also  the  legal  estate  given ;  for,  if  that 
were  not  so,  a  party  might  consider  himself  bound  in  ho- 
nour, though  not  in  law«  to  convey  the  estate  to  the  uses 
prohibited/' 

Buii,  contra. — The  stat.  9  Geo.  2,  c.  86,  has  been  sub- 
stantially complied  with.  Here  there  were  three  deeds — 
the  deeds  of  lease  and  release  of  the  2nd  and  8rd  of 
April,  and  the  deed  of  the  4th  of  April,  from  Cririe  to. the 
trustees,  declaring  the  uses.  The  latter  deed  was  duly 
attested  and  inroUed,  and  this  was  all  that  was  required. 
In  Doe  d.  Howson  v.  Wdterton  (b),  where  it  was  held  that 
a  conveyance  of  copyhold  lands  to  charitable  uses  was 
within  the  statute,  it  appears  to  have  been  thought  to  be 
sufficient  to  declare  the  uses  by  a  deed  subsequent  to  the 
surrender,  comformably  to  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  and  to  cause 
such  deed  to  be  inroUed  in  Chancery.  Bayley,  J.,  there 
says,  '^  Admitting  that  there  could  not  be  an  operative 
bargain  and  sale  in  this  case,  still  the  parties  might  at 
least  have  attained  the  object,  of  notoriety,  by  executing 
a  deed  declaring  the  uses  of  the  surrender  in  the  mode 
required  by  the  statute,  and  having  it  inroUed  in  Chan- 
cery/' Now,  here,  the  object  of  the  statute  has  been 
effectuated,  and  the  greatest  publicity  has  been  given  to 
this  deed,  by  which  the  uses  were  fuUy  declared  and  set 
forth.  That  deed  having  been  inroUed  and  duly  attested, 
the  statute  is  complied  with.  The  question,  it  is  submitted, 
is  not  who  is  the  donor,  but  whether  the  gift  to  chari- 
table uses  has  been  duly  inroUed.     [Alderson,  B. — How 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  721.  (6)  3  B.  &  Aid.  149. 
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Eiteh.qfPUai,  can  JTOU  SEj  that  the  donors  have  executed  this  deed  in 
^^'   ^    the  presence  of  two  witnesses?     If  you   can   make  out 
Cririe  to  be  the  donor,  he  has  done  so ;  but  he  was  a  mere 
trustee.] 

Pollock,  C.  B. — ^There  cannot  be  a  doubt  that  the  lesson 
of  the  plaintiflf,  and  not  Cririe,  must  be  considered  as  the 
original  donors :  and  the  deeds  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  of  April, 
1832,  by  which  they  conveyed  to  Cririe,  not  having  been 
attested  by  two  witnesses,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  sach 
conveyance  was  void  under  the  statute.  Whether  it  was 
not  also  void  for  want  of  inrolment,  it  is  unnecessary  for 
us  to  decide. 

Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  and  Guknet,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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IN  THE   EXCHEQUEB    CHAMBER.      Bsck,chamber, 

1844. 

[In  Error  from  the  Court  of  Exchequer). 


Sherrington  v.  Yates  and  Others^  Assignees  of  Aldrich,      AftrU  23. 

a  Bankrupt. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  assignees  of  a  The  assignees 

bankrupt,  (the  defendants  in  error),  on  a  promissory  note  tlu:tm2t 

given  to  the  bankrupt's  wife  dum  sola,  and  payable  to  her  ^^^^o'JJlJ*'* 

with  legal  interest,  on  demand:  to  which  the  defendant  names  alone 

on  a  promis- 

below  (the  now  plaintiff  in  error)  had  pleaded  a  set-off  due  sory  note  made 
from  the  bankrupt.     To  that  plea  the  plaintiffs  below  ^b^^krupt 
demurred  specially,  and,  the  defendant  having  joined  in  '^^^  ^^ 
demurrer,  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  after  argument,  gave 
judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  below  (a).  The  defendant  below 
thereupon  brought  a  writ  of  error,  which  was  argued  on 
the  1st  of  December,  1843,  by 

Peacock,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. — ^There  are  two  ques- 
tions in  this  case  :  the  first  is,  whether  the  plea  be  good ; 
and,  secondly,  if  it  be  not,  whether  the  declaration  is  suffi- 
cient. 

It  will  not,  however,  be  necessary  to  consider  the  first 
point,  because,  if  the  declaration  be  good,  the  plea  must 
be  good  also,  for  then  the  right  of  set-off  would  clearly 
exist ;  because,  the  promissory  note  being  by  the  declara- 
tion treated  as  a  debt  due  to  the  bankrupt  alone,  a  set-off 
of  money  due  from  him  in  his  individual  character  may 

(a)  See  the  case  reported,  11  M.  &  W.  42. 
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Bxeh.Ckamber,  well  be  pleaded  in  answer  to  such  an  action  by  the  as- 
.   ^^^'   .    signees.     And  if  the  plea  be  bad,  it  will  be  on  the  groood 

Sherrington  that  the  declaration  is  bad  also. 

Yatbs.  The  declaration  is  clearly  bad.     The  note  in  question 

was  not  payable  to  order,  and  not  negotiable;  it  was, 
therefore,  a  mere  chose  in  action,  and  not  transferable  by 
law.  The  right  of  the  assignees  to  sue  depends  upon  the 
63rd  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Gteo.  4,  c.  16,  which 
enacts,  '^  that  the  commissioners  shall  assign  to  the  as- 
signees, for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt, 
all  the  present  and  future  personal  estate  of  such  bank- 
rupt, wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found  or  known,  aod 
all  property  which  he  may  purchase,  or  which  may  revert, 
descend,  be  devised  or  bequeathed,  or  come  to  him,  before 
he  shall  have  obtained  his  certificate;  and  the  commis- 
sioners shall  also  assign  as  aforesaid  all  debts  due  or  to 
be  due  to  the  bankrupt,  wheresoever  the  same  may  be 
found  or  known ;  and  such  assignment  shall  vest  the  pro- 
perty, right,  and  interest  in  such  debts  in  such  assignees, 
as  fully  as  if  the  assurance  whereby  they  are  secured  had 
been  made  to  such  assignees ;  and  after  such  assignment 
&c.,  such  assignees  shall  have  like  remedy  to  recover  the 
same  in  their  own  names  as  the  bankrupt  himself  might 
have  had  if  he  had  not  been  adjudged  bankrupt/'  From 
the  words  of  this  section,  it  is  evident  that  the  assignees 
are  to  have  i?ie  like  remedies,  and  therefore  they  can  have 
no  greater  right  to  sue  than  the  bankrupt  himself  wonid 
have  had  if  he  had  not  become  bankrupt.  If  the  bankrapt 
could  not  maintain  an  action  in  his  own  name,  neither  can 
the  assignees  maintain  such  an  action  in  their  names.  In 
MUner  v.  Milnes  (a),  it  was  held,  that  an  action  of  trespass 
for  an  injury  done  to  the  property  of  the  wife  dum  sola 
must  be  brought  by  the  husband  and  wife ;  but  that,  if  such 
an  action  be  brought  by  the  wife  alone,  the  defendant 

(a)  3  T.  R.  627. 
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must  plead  the  covertare  in  abatement,  and  not  in  bar.  EMiLCkmrnier, 
That  case  shews  that  the  marriage  was  only  a  temporary  .  ^^'  ^ 
disability^  and  not  an  extinguishment  of  her  right;  because^  SevmaiNOTON 
if  by  marriage  it  had  become  a  debt  due  to  the  husband,  Yaivs. 
then  it  would  have  been  a  plea  in  bar^  that  the  husband  was 
not  joined.  This  shews  it  was  not  the  debt  of  the  hus- 
band, but  of  the  wife.  Lord  Kenyon,  C.  J.,  there  says, "  It 
ia  extremely  clear,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  marriage 
gives  to  the  husband  all  the  personal  estate  which  the 
wife  has  in  possesrion ;  it  is  also  clear,  on  the  other  hand, 
that,  where  a  choee  in  action  of  the  wife  is  to  be  reduced 
into  possession,  and  it  is  necessary  to  bring  an  action  for 
that  purpose,  it  must  be  in  the  names  of  both  the  hus- 
band and  the  wife.''  Such  being  the  law  respecting 
choses  in  action  belonging  to  the  wife  before  marriage, 
subsequent  cases  have  even  extended  it  to  choses  in  ac- 
tion accruing  to  the  wife  after  marriage.  Thus,  in  Bendix 
▼.  WcLkeman  (a),  where  an  annuity  had  been  granted  to 
the  wife  during  marriage,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held 
that  the  nonjoinder  of  the  husband,  in  an  action  brought 
upon  the  annuity-deed,  was  matter  for  a  plea  in  abatement 
only,  and  not  for  a  plea  in  bar.  So,  here,  if  the  wife  were 
now  to  bring  an  action  upon  this  note,  the  nonjoinder 
of  the  husband  could  only  be  pleaded  in  abatement;  which 
shews  that  it  is  her  debt.  And  in  Oaters  v.  Madeley  (6), 
it  was  held  that  the  interest  in  a  promissory  note  given 
to  the  wife  during  coverture,  for  money  advanced  by  her 
during  the  coverture,  survives  to  the  wife  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  unless  he  reduces  it  into  possession  in  his 
lifetime.  Therefore  the  Courts  put  the  case  of  a  contract 
with  the  wife  during  coverture  on  the  same  footing  with  a 
contract  with  her  before  marriage ;  and  it  follows  that  the 
husband  cannot  sue  alone  to  reduce  it  intb  possession. 
The  case  of  Rumsey  v.  George  (c),  where  it  was  held  that 
the  husband  could  not  alone  be  the  petitioning  creditor  in 

(a)  12  M.  &  W.  97.        {b)  6  M.  &  W.  423.      (c)  1  M.  &  Selw.  176. 
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of  B  debt  dve  to  his  wife  dnm  sola,  is  another  au- 
to tiie  liT  effect ;  and  shews,  that,  although  thi 
hott  a  T^ix  to  redooe  it  into  possession,  yet,  onti 
soc  it  »  Bol  his  debt.    Lord  EUembonmgk^  C.J. 
tk«t  die  law  does  not  consider  such  a  ddyt « 
die  Lwba^^s  absuintrfi,  bat  oolr  poieniiaify  so,  L  e.  pra 
viacii  W  TCCvoe  it  into  posseMoa  during  the  coYerture ;  sn^ 
tf  W  MS  betee,  it  auTvres  to  die  wife.    AndinCheeckii 
*\  n  was  beUytkaty  if  husband  and  wife  join  in  ti 
iar  WMBfT  lent  by  die  wife  before  marriage,  sik 

Miifi>rdT.Miiford{b)^ 

pent  »9w  in  qneition  arose,  and  was  decided,    llien 

Sir  IfifiMBi  GrwT.  IL  R,  bdd,  that  the  assignment  of  i 

binVrwacs  «iiKti  to  his  asMgnces  did  not  pass  the  intereil 

fSiMk  wbicli  die  wife  had  as  sorriTor,  the  hs»' 

»«s  kaving  ledweed  it  into  possession.     That  cue 

tbasstiiMtdiedebtoftfaehubaiid;  and  it  conU 

wtpsMk  tberefare.  wnder  the  wwdi  in  the  act^ '^  diat  tk 

ciwiBiisw.ia>m  shafl  aho  assign  aB  ddita  due  or  to  be  dse 

todiebKakn^''    AB  die  right  that  the  bnkrapt  hioHdl 

haJssabtmfcwIpsBs;  but  that  was  only  a  right  to  redBB 

tbe  deb(  into  poasenson.  by  an  action  in  the  joint  naaa 

ofhisaMtfanddiewife.    It  is  wnneeessaiT  fer  the  defeod- 

anft  bric(w  to  sarin  whose  names  the  action  o^ht  to  k 

of  die  nasignees  and  tk 
T,  Tlsi  ntiif  {c\  whidi  ahoii 


action.   It  is  there  had  down,  that  die  wife  has  a  right  tsbe 

sande  apaity  to 

the  sdt.in  «dcr  that^if  her  hwhand  fia 

befeie  exccwtMst 

.  she  may  take  ont  rufumiun  smd  enyoy  tk 

frwitsorthejndi 

Esamt.  Until  the  debt  be  iwdaoed  into  the 

actual  posBCHSoB 

t  of  dK  knbMd,  it  vobbbs  B^detotk 

9^    AttothecMeofJfifarT.liibw/i, 

(«>  <  E.  »  O. 

»S:  9  a  *         (O  SSa.  IST. 

id)  1  P.  Win.  SO:  MMii. 

(*>  9  v«L  s:. 

Ma,  set. 
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which  will  be  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  the  only  point  Bxeh.  Chamber, 
really  decided  there  was,  that  a  husband  was  discharged  by     .     ^'   ^ 
his  bankruptcy  from  his  liability  for  a  debt  contracted  by    Shbrrinoton 
his  wife  before  her  marriage ;  and  the  opinion  of  Parker,        yatbs. 
C.  J.^  as  to  the  wife's  interest  in  choses  in  action  passing  to 
the  assignees  of  her  husband  by  the  assignment,  is  merely  a 
dictum  incidentally  stated,  and  not  at  all  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  the  case.    That  doctrine  was  impugned  by  Sir 
William  Grant  in  MUford  v.  MUford  (a),  and  was  ex- 
pressly dissented  from  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Ex  parte 
Coy$effame{b).   The  words  of  the  act  are,  that  the  assignees 
shall  have  ''  like  remedy  to  recover  debts  in  their  own 
names  as  the  bankrupt  himself  would  have  had  if  he  had 
not  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt/'  but  here  the  bankrupt 
could  not  have  brought  an  action  in  his  own  name  alone, 
and  therefore  his  assignees  cannot  do  so.     Judgment, 
therefore,  ought  to  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

Wiatson,  for  the  defendant  in  error. — The  decision  of  this 
case  in  the  Court  below  was  perfectly  right.  The  case 
depends  entirely  on  the  construction  of  the  bankrupt 
laws.  The  68rd  section  embraces  two  things,  the  first 
being  the  property  belonging  to  the  bankrupt,  the  second 
the  debts  due  to  him;  and  it  provides,  with  respect  to  the 
latter,  that  the  assignment  shall  vest  the  property,  right, 
and  title  in  such  debts  in  the  assignees.  The  object  of 
the  statute  was  to  give  to  the  assignees,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditors,  all  the  beneficial  rights  which  the  bankrupt 
himself  possessed.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  bankrupt 
had  an  interest  in  the  debt  in  question ;  for  it  is  admitted 
he  might  have  reduced  it  into  possession  by  action,  and 
then  it  would  have  been  solely  his  own ;  and  if  his  wife 
had  died,  he  might  have  taken  out  letters  of  administration, 
and  recovered  the  debt  to  his  own  use.   Undoubtedly,  the 

(a)  9  Ves.  101.  (6)  1  Alk.  192. 
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Rgek^Chtmher,  wife  had  a  contingent  interest  in  case  of  her  hnsband'i 
^  ^^'   .    death  without  having  reduced  it  into  possession.    In  the 

Shbkrinotom  interval,  the  husband  could  assign  or  release  it :  MUe9  t. 
Yatv8.  Williams  (a).  It  was  a  debt  due  to  him,  although  he  was 
bound  to  join  his  wife's  name  in  order  to  recover  it.  The 
statute  says,  that  the  assignment  shall  vest  the  property, 
right,  and  interest  in  the  debts  in  the  assignees,  as  fully 
as  if  the  assurance  had  been  made  to  th^n ;  that  is,  as  i^ 
here,  the  promissory  note  had  been  made  to  them;  and  then 
it  provides  that  they  shall  have  the  like  remedy  to  recover 
it  as  the  bankrupt  himself  had.  llat  gives  them  a  sort  of 
parhamentary  title  to  sue,  the  object  of  which  is  to  prevent 
the  bankrupt  from  meddling  with  the  estate.  If  the  action 
were  brought  in  the  name  of  the  husband  and  wife,  he 
might  release  the  action,  and  the  object  of  the  act  was 
to  prevent  that  being  done.  This  is  not  a  new  question, 
but  was  adverted  to  before  in  Miles  v.  ffiUiams,  whidi, 
although  it  may  not  be  considered  as  an  express  decision 
upon  the  point,  is  a  strong  authority  in  favour  of  the  main- 
tenance of  this  action;  and  in  the  case  of  Mickell  t. 
Hughes  (6),  the  principle  now  contended  for  is  expressly 
recognised.  It  was  there  held,  that  a  right  of  entry  vested 
in  husband  and  wife,  in  right  of  the  wife,  passed  to  the  as- 
signees of  the  husband  in  case  he  became  bankrupt.  And 
Tindaly  C.  J.,  there  says,  **  Debts  due  to  the  wife  dum 
sola,  and  other  choses  in  action  belonging  to  the  wife  be- 
fore marriage,  pass  to  the  assignees  under  the  commis- 
sioners' assignment,  and  are  recoverable  by  them  in  their 
own  name;''  citing  Miles  v.  fVilliams.  IThuial,  C.  J.— 
Those  are  the  very  words  of  Miles  v.  WiUiamSy  and  were 
used  upon  the  authority  of  that  case.]  Those  cases  are 
confirmed  by  the  case  of  PringU  v.  Hodgson  (c),  where 
Lord  Loughborough,  C,  says, ''  The  assignee,  at  law,  has  a 


(a)  1  p.  Wms.  249.  (6)  6  Bing.  689 ;  4  M.  &  P.  597. 

(c)  3  Ves.  617. 
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right  to  the  chose  in  action  of  the  vife^  and  the  law  re-  Exeh,c^amber, 
duces  it  into  possession/'  In  M'NeUage  v.  HoUoway  (a),  an  .  ^^^'  ^ 
action  was  held  to  be  maintainable  by  the  husband  alone  Sbbrrinoton 
on  a  bill  given  to  the  wife  before  marriage :  there^  how-  Yatbs. 
ever^  the  bill  was  certainly  payable  to  order,  which  this  pro- 
missory note  is  not.  [Paiteson,  J. — ^That  case  was  decided 
upon  the  principle,  that  the  husband  had  power  to  indorse 
it  to  himself,  and  his  doing  so  was  considered  to  be  a  mere 
idle  ceremony.  In  Richards  v.  Richards {b),  an  action  was 
held  to  be  maintainable  by  the  wife,  she  baring  surrived 
her  husband,  on  a  note  given  during  coverture  to  her  by 
three  persons,  of  whom  her  husband  was  one ;  and  Lord 
Tenterden  doubted  whether  her  husband  could  have  re- 
duced it  into  possession  in  any  way.]  It  has  been  said 
that  the  judgment  of  Lord  Macclesfield  in  Miles  v.  Williams 
was  doubted  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Ex  parte  Coysegame  (c); 
but,  if  what  Lord  Macclesfield  said  was  a  mere  dictum, 
liord  Hardwicke^ s  was  much  more  so ;  for  in  that  case  the 
bond  was  made  to  a  trustee  for  the  wife,  and  the  action 
must  therefore  be  brought  in  his  name,  and  the  assignees 
could  not  sue.  Milner  v.  Milnes  and  Bendix  v.  WcLkeman 
relate  only  to  form,  and  simply  shew  that  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment, and  not  in  bar,  is  the  proper  mode  of  objecting  to 
the  nonjoinder  of  the  husband.  In  Rumsey  v.  Oeorge,  the 
difficulty  was,  that  the  wife  could  not  enter  into  the  bond. 
In  Miiford  v.  Miiford,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  expressly 
excluded  this  question ;  and  that  and  other  cases  only  es- 
tablish, that  her  right  by  surrivorship  still  subsists,  and  is 
not  affected  by  the  bankruptcy.  The  decision  in  Pierce  v. 
Thameley  only  goes  to  that  extent ;  and  the  observation  of 
the  Vice-Chancellor  as  to  the  mode  of  recovery  was  un- 
necessary. In  Winch  v.  Keeley  {d),  and  the  class  of  cases  to 
which  it  belongs,  the  bankrupt  had  no  beneficial  interest 


(a)  1  B.  &  Aid.  221.  (c)  1  Atk.  192. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  447.  (d)  1  T.  R.  619. 
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Bsch.Chamber,  at  all.     But,  here,  it  is  clear  that  the  bankrupt  had  a  bene- 

1844*  .  .  . 

-  ficial  interest ;  and  if  so^  it  passes  to  his  assignees.  Whether 
Shbrrinoton  it  ig  iQ  be  enforced  by  their  suing  alone,  or  in  the  names 
Yatbs.  of  the  husband  and  wife,  is  the  question :  but  it  is  sub- 
mitted, that  the  interest  of  the  husband  is  a  legal  interest, 
and  that  the  assignees  must  sue  in  their  own  names.  If 
the  action  were  in  the  name  of  the  husband  and  wife,  the 
bankruptcy  would  be  an  answer,  and  it  would  be  no  repli- 
cation to  say,  that  it  was  a  note  given  to  the  wife  dam  sols. 
The  statute  in  effect  says  the  assignees  shall  be  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  bankrupt  shall  have  no  right  to  interfere. 
The  defendant  has  a  difficulty  in  shewing,  if  the  assignees 
are  not  to  sue,  who  are  to  be  the  plaintiffs.  The  question 
comes  at  last  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  Bankrapt 
Act ;  and  it  is  submitted,  that  this  was  either  personal  es- 
tate or  property  of,  or  a  debt  due  to,  the  bankrupt ;  and,  if 
it  fall  within  either  of  those  descriptions,  it  is  sufficient,  ss 
the  assignees  have  the  same  power  to  recover  it  in  their 
own  names  as  the  bankrupt  had.  Their  right  is  not  con- 
fined to  debts  merely,  for  assignees  constantly  maintain  Ac- 
tions for  the  conversion  of  goods,  and  trespasses  to  property, 
committed  prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  in  their  own  names. 

Peacock,  in  reply. — This  is  a  chose  in  action,  which  has 
not  been  reduced  into  possession,  and  the  assignees  cannot 
be  entitled  to  sue  upon  it  If  the  wife  had  died,  the  hus- 
band must  have  taken  out  letters  of  administration,  and  it 
would  have  been  divisible  amongst  her  creditors  dum  sola. 
He  would  have  been  responsible  only  to  the  amount  of  the 
assets,  and  not  individually :  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  ''  Baron  and 
Feme,^'  and  Williams  on  Executors,  p.  1836,  3rd  edit.  The 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Lord  Loughborouffh,  in  PringU  f. 
Hodgson  (a),  has  been  overruled  by  the  case  of  Perdew  t. 

Jackson  {b). 

Cur.  adv.  vuH. 

(fl)  3  Ve8.617.  (6)  1  Run^l. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered  by        Exeh.Chamber, 


TiNDAL^  C.  J. — This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  Court  Sherrinotow 
of  Exchequer  by  the  assignees  of  Aldrich,  a  bankrupt^  the  Yatks. 
plaintiffs  below,  against  Sherrington,  the  defendant  below, 
upon  a  promissory  note  given  by  Sherrington  to  the  wife 
of  the  bankrupt  before  her  intermarriage  with  him,  and 
before  his  bankruptcy.  The  defendant  below  pleaded  a 
set-off  for  money  due  to  him  from  the  bankrupt  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  to  which  there  was  a  special 
demurrer;  and  upon  argument  in  the  Court  below,  two 
points  were  insisted  upon  by  Sherrington  the  defendant : 
first,  that  the  declaration  shews  no  right  of  action  in  the 
assignees ;  secondly,  that  if  it  does  disclose  a  right  of  ac- 
tion, it  must  be  on  the  ground  that  the  sums  of  money 
mentioned  in  the  declaration  are  the  property  of  the  hus- 
band alone ;  and  upon  that  supposition  it  was  contended 
that  the  set-off  for  money  due  to  the  defendant  below  from 
the  bankrupt,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy, 
must  be  held  to  be  a  good  plea.  The  Court  of  Exchequer 
thought  that  the  case  of  Miels  v.  Williams  (i),  which  had 
been  cited  at  the  bar,  was  decisive  of  the  question  before 
them,  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  accordingly. 
Upon  the  argument  before  us,  it  was  admitted  that  the 
plea  of  set-off  could  not  be  supported,  for  the  same  reasons 
upon  which  the  declaration  was  impeached,  supposing  those 
reasons  to  be  maintainable,  namely,  that  the  debt,  not- 
withstanding the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband,  continued  to 
be  a  debt  to  the  wife,  and  could  only  be  recovered  in  an 
action  to  which  the  wife  was  a  party. 

The  view  which  we  take  of  the  first  point  will  make  it  un- 
necessary to  consider  or  give  any  opinion  upon  the  other.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  right  to  bring  an  action  on  a  chose 

(a)  Consisting  of  Tindal^  C.  J.,  ntafi,  J.,  Erskine,  J.,  and  Mauie^  J. 
PaUeson,  J.,  WiUiamM,  J.,  Col^  {b)  1  P.  Wins.  249. 
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Xseh,Ckttmbert  in  action  belonging  to  the  wife  before  her  intermarriage, 
*  ^     vests  in  the  assignees  of  the  husband  on  his  becoming  bank- 

8HKBBINOTON  ruDt^  SO  that  they  may  soe  thereon  in  their  own  name.  In 
Yatibs.  the  case  of  Miles  v.  fFiUiams,  the  question  was,  whether  the 
husband,  who  had  become  bankrupt,  could  be  afterwards 
sued,  jointly  with  his  wife,  for  a  debt  due  from  the  wife 
before  her  marriage.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was, 
that  such  action  could  not  be  tnaintained ;  and  we  think 
that  decision  was  at  once  consistent  with  the  principles  of 
the  bankrupt  laws,  and  with  the  language  of  the  statutes 
then  in  force;  because  a  bankrupt  is  equally  protected, 
whether  he  be,  alone,  and  exclusively,  the  debtor^  or  whether 
others  are  either  jointly  or  contingently  also  liable ;  whilst, 
at  the  same  time,  neither  the  policy  nor  the  language  of 
the  Bankrupt  Acts  confers  upon  the  assignees  the  sole  and 
exclusive  right  to  debts  due  to  the  bankrupt,  in  which 
others  are  jointly  or  contingentiy  interested  with  him.  In 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  however,  in  thit 
case.  Lord  Macclesfield,  then  Chief  Justice  PorA^,  held, 
and  considered  it  as  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  a  debt  dne 
by  the  wife,  and  a  debt  due  to  the  wife,  dum  sola,  mnst 
fall  under  the  same  consideration;  and  then  proceeded  to 
discuss  the  effect  of  the  assignment  by  the  commissioners 
upon  debts  due  to  the  wife,  dum  sola,  and  argued  the  pcnnt 
to  the  conclusion,  that  such  debts  would  pass  to  the  at« 
signees,  and  that  they  might  sue  for  them  in  their  own 
names.  Inasmuch,  however,  as  this  was  not  the  point  in 
the  cause,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  might  have  been 
well  supported  by  the  reasons  more  directly  applicable  to 
the  question  raised  on  the  pleadings,  we  cannot  hold  that 
case  to  be  a  decisive  authority ;  and  after  considering  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Parker  with  all  the  respect 
and  attention  it  justly  deserves,  we  are  of  opinion,  for  the 
reasons  we  shall  give,  that  the  action  now  under  consider- 
ation cannot  be  supported  in  its  present  form.  Indeed, 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Miles  v.  WiUiams,  upon  points 
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incideiitallj  decided  therein,  must  be  considered  to  be  very  Bxck.Chamberp 
much  shaken  by  what  fell  from  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  *  ^ 

case  of  Ew  parte  Coyaegame  (a),  who  denied  some  of  the  Shbrrinoton 
positions  mainly  relied  upon  in  the  judgment,  to  be  law*       Yatxs. 
The  answer,  therefore,  to  the  question  now  before  us,  will 
depend,  first,  on  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  huaband'» 
interest  in  this  chose  in  aetion ;    and,  secondly,  on  the 
words  of  the  statute  6  Oeo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  63. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  after  the  case  of  Gaiera  v.  Ma- 
deley  (i),  in  which  all  the  preceding  cases  are  considered, 
that  a  promissory  note  given  to  the  wife  before  her  mar- 
riage  is  a  chose  in  action,  which  the  husband  may  reduce 
into  possession,  if  he  think  fit,  by  bringing  an  action 
th^eon  in  the  name  of  himself  and  his  wife ;  but  which,  if 
not  so  reduced  into  possession,  will  survive  to  the  wife.  In 
case,  therefore,  an  action  had  been  brought  in  that  form, 
if  the  husband  had  died  before  judgment,  the  right  of 
action  would  have  survived  to  the  wife,  who  might,  by 
entering  a  suggestion,  upon  the  roll  of  her  husband's  death, 
have  prosecuted  the  suit  to  judgment  for  her  own  sole  use ; 
and  even  if  judgment  had  been  signed  before  the  hus- 
band's death,  but  no  execution  levied,  the  benefit  of  the 
judgment  would  have  survived  to  the  wife.  But  the  as- 
signees of  the  husband,  by  bringing  the  action  in  their 
names  alone,  have  deprived  the  wife  of  this  possible  benefit ; 
for,  as  she  is  not  a  party  to  this  record,  she  cannot  make 
any  suggestion  upon  it,  or  entitle  herself  to  any  advantage 
upon  her  husband's  death.  And  as  the  assignment  in  bank- 
ruptcy has  not  the  effect  of  reducing  into  possession  a  chose 
in  action  belonging  to  the  wife,  so  as  to  destroy  her  rights 
of  survivorship,  Mitfmrd  v.  MUJbrd  (c),  and  again,  as  the 
bankrupt  laws  do  not  profess  to  vest  any  property  in  the 
asmgnees,  other  than  that  which  was  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt  himself,  the  case  of  reputed  ownership  excepted, 

(a)  1  Atk.  195.  (b)  6  M.  &  W.  423.         («)  9  Ve^  jun.  S7. 
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Esnk.CkmmUr,  it  woold  foUow,  Uud  the  angiiees  cmnnot  deprive  the  wife 
^    ^      ^     of  any  interest  which  the  has  in  a  diose  in  action,  nor  of 

8.»a^>ioTair  „y  contingent  benefit  or  adfantage  which  might  accnie 
Tates.  to  her  in  the  endeaTonr  to  reduce  sodi^choae  in  actkm 
into  actual  possession.  Upon  prindple;,  therefore,  we  think 
that  no  more  passes  to  the  assignees  than  the  hnshsml 
himself  had ;  and  if  he  had  no  right  bj  law  to  soe  akn^ 
without  joining  the  wife,  so  neither  would  the  assigncci. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  express  an  (^pinion,  whether 
the  action  should  be  brought  in  the  joint  names  of  the  ss- 
signees  and  the  wife.  The  Yice-Chancellor  of  England^  in 
the  case  of  Fierce  y.  Thomely  (a),  has,  however,  expreMlj 
stated  such  to  be  Us  opinion ;  and  as  such  allegations  mutt 
appear  upon  the  record,  in  the  case  of  an  action  upon  a  pro- 
missory note  given  before  intermarriage  as  are  necesasij 
to  shew  the  grounds  upon  which  sudi  joinder  takes  plso^ 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  at  present  we  can  peroeive  no  ob- 
jection to  such  a  form  of  action.  Or  it  may  be  possibly 
that  if  the  action  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  husband 
and  wife  jointly,  and  the  bankruptcy  of  the  husband  should 
be  pleaded  in  bar,  that  such  fscts  might  be  introduced  in 
the  replication,  as  to  shew  that  the  action  was  the  sc- 
tion  of  the  assignees,  and  that  the  name  of  the  husband 
was  used  by  their  direction  and  for  their  benefit,  and 
thereby  to  answer  the  legal  objection  raised  by  such  pies. 
And  the  decision  in  Michell  and  Wife  y.  Hughet  (i), 
cited  in  argument,  would  not  be  inconsistent  with  thst 
course  of  pleading ;  as  the  plaintiff  in  that  action  did  not 
reply  any  new  facts,  but  simply  demurred  to  the  plea  of 
the  husband's  bankruptcy.  Nothing,  therefore,  was  de- 
termined in  that  case,  but  that  the  husband,  after  his 
bankruptcy,  could  not  sue  in  his  own  name  jointly  with 
his  wife,  to  recover  real  property  belonging  to  her,  in  which 
he  must  take,  at  all  events,  a  freehold  interest,  without 

(a)  2  Sim.  167.  (b)  6  Bing.  689  ;  4  M.  &  P.  577. 
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shewing  some  ground  or  reason  for  his  assignees  not  being  Bxek.Ckamber, 
parties  to  the  suit.     But,  as  ure  have  before  observed,  the  ^ 

only  point  upon  which  our  judgment  is  expressly  called  for  Shbrbinotok 
at  present  is,  whether  the  action  by  the  assignees  of  the  Yatks. 
husband  alone  is  maintainable;  and  upon  the  ground  of 
the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit, 
we  think  it  is  not.  And  the  words  of  the  stat.  6  Greo.  4, 
c.  16,  lead  to  the  same  conclusion.  The  63rd  section  en- 
acts that  the  commissioners  shall  assign  to  the  assignees 
"  all  the  present  and  future  personal  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt," and  "  all  debts  due  or  to  be  due  to  the  bankrupt,'* 
and  that  "  such  assignment  shall  vest  the  property,  right, 
and  interest  in  such  debts,  in  such  assignees,  as  fully  as  if 
the  assurance  whereby  they  are  secured  had  been  made  to 
such  assignees  -"  and  further,  "  that  after  the  assignment, 
such  assignees  shall  have  like  remedy  to  recover  the  same 
in  their  own  name  as  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have  had 
if  he  had  not  been  adjudged  bankrupt.''  But  this  chose  in 
action  of  the  wife,  dum  sola,  appears,  so  long  as  it  continues 
in  action,  not  to  be  ''personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
alone;"  the  promissory  note  to  the  wife  does  not  form 
properly  "  a  debt  to  the  husband,  the  bankrupt ;"  the  assur- 
ance in  this  case  is  not  an  assurance  that  ever  was  made  ''to 
the  bankrupt ;"  and  as  the  assignees  have  under  the  statute 
only  the  like  remedy  to  recover  in  their  own  name,  as  the 
bankrupt  himself  might  have  had,  if  he  had  not  become 
bankrupt,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  they  might  sue  in  their 
own  names  alone,  when  the  husband  could  not,  it  would  not 
be  to  give  them  "  a  like  remedy  with  the  bankrupt,"  but 
a  greater.    For  these  reasons,  we  think  the  judgment  of 

the  Court  below  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


»44. 


KEGrXA   GEXI3LAIJS. 
J&ntfar  Term,  7  fief. 

It  is  oftDTKXBy  tbaty  fiv  Ae  fntnre,  it  shall  not  be  ne- 
WQTy  to  hsve  &  wmnnt  of  attomcj  to  admowledge  satis- 
f^tion  of  &  judgment,  or  &  judge's  fiat  tliereon ;  bat  that 
it  shall  be  requisite  oolj  to  (ffoduce  a  satisfaction-piece 
similar  to  that  in  use  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench^  ex- 
cept that,  in  all  cases,  soch  satisfaction-piece  shall  be 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  (mt  their  personal  re- 
presentatiTes;  and  soch  signature  or  signatures  shall  be 
witnessed  by  a  practising  attorney  of  one  of  the  Courts  at 
Westminster,  expressly  named  by  him  or  them,  and  at- 
tending at  his  or  their  request,  to  inform  him  or  them  of 
the  nature  and  effect  of  such  satisfaction-piece  before  tbe 
same  is  signed ;  and  which  attorney  shall  declare  himself 
in  the  attestation  thereto,  to  be  the  attorney  for  the  per- 
son or  persons  so  signing  the  same,  and  state  he  is  witness 
as  Buch  attorney;  but  any  judge  at  Chambers  shall  hsTe 
power  to  make  an  order  dispensing  with  such  signature  of 
the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  or  their  personal  representatiyes, 
under  special  circumstances,  as  he  may  think  right ;  and 
that,  in  cases  where  the  satisfaction-piece  is  signed  by  tlie 
personal  representative  of  a  deceased  plaintiff,  he  shall 
prove  his  representative  character  in  such  way  as  the 

Master  may  direct. 

[Signed  6y  the  Juigei.] 
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AFFIDAVIT. 

Jurat. 

The  jurat  of  an  affidavit  was  in  the 

following  fonn: — "  Sworn  before  me, 

J.  £.  S.,  by  eommunoH  ."  —  Held 

sufficient.     Fairbrati  v.  Pettit,  453 

ALIEN  ARTIFICER, 

JmffnmenI  of  Leaae  to. 

The  Stat.  32  Hen.  8,  c.  16.  s.  13, 

does  not  make  void  an  atsignmeKt  of 

a  lease  to  an  alien  artificer.    JFooUon 

Y.Stefenoni,  129 

AMENDMENT 

0/  Record,  tffler  Error  brought. 

A  Court  of  error  will  not  inquire 

into  the  propriety  of  amendments 

made   in   the   record   bj  the   Court 

below,  or  into  its  authority  to  make 

them,  though  tbey  were  made  after 

judgment,  and  al^r  the  issuing  of  a 

writ  of  emr  coram  vobia.    Secdet  v. 

CAeete,  685 

ARBITRATION. 

I.  Award. 

(I).  What  set  aiide  far  MUtaie  of 

Arbitrator. 

An  action  for  goods  sold,  &c.,  to 
which  the  defendant  pleaded  a  set-off, 


having  been  referred  to  arbitration, 
the  defendant  admitted  that  the 
plaintiff  bad  a  claim  against  him  for 
82/.  Za.  %d.  for  goods  sold  &&,  and 
for  11 9^  7».  Ad.,  the  produce  of  the 
plaintiff's  goods  sold  by  him  under  a 
distress  for  rent,  wbich  sums  together 
exceeded  the  entire  set-off  ckimed 
by  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator, 
omitting  by  mistake  the  sum  of 
1 191.  7«.  Ad.  admitted  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiff,  awarded  that  the  defendant's 
set-off  amounted  to  100/.  0*.  6<f.,  and 
thereby  exceeded  the  plaintiff's  da- 
mages, which  he  assessed  at  941. 
13«.  Ad.  It  appeared  by  the  affide- 
vits,  that,  on  the  error  being  painted 
out  to  the  arbitrator,  lie  admitted  it, 
and  requested  the  defendant  to  allow 
him  to  reconsider  his  award  upon  the 
evidence  before  him,  which  the  latter 
refused.  The  error  did  not  appear 
upon  the  face  of  the  award,  nor  did 
the  arbitrator  make  any  affidavit. 
The  Court,  under  these  circnm- 
stances,  refused  to  set  aside  the 
award,  adhering  to  the  general  rule 
that  the  mistake  of  an  arbitrator  is 
no  ground  for  setting  a^e  an  award. 
PhUHpt  V.  Eeana,  309 

(2).  When  mfftdehtly  certam. 
1 .  In  an  action  of  debt  fat  work 
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and  labour,  &c.,  to  irhich  the  defend-  I 
ant  pleaded  nunqunm  indebitatus,  . 
payment,  and  a  set-off,  a  verdict  was  < 
taken  by  consent  for  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  award  o(  an  arbitrator, 
who  waa  to  settle  the  cause  and  all 
matters  in  difference.  The  submis- 
sion contained  a  stipulation,  tbat,  if 
the  arbitrator  should  find  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
any  debt  or  damages,  then  a  verdict 
was  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant; 
the  coats  of  the  cause  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  award.  At  the  last 
meeting  before  the  arbitrator,  it  was 
agreed,  that  if  a  "  cam  ring  and 
shail,"  which  had  been  supplied  to  tbe 
defendant,  ought  not  to  be  charged, 
he  was  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  the 
value  of  them  at  the  market  price  of 
pig-iron,  as  tbey  had  been  retained 
by  the  defendant.  The  arbitrator 
awarded  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  recover  in  the  cause ;  and 
that  no  money  was  due  from  either  of 
the  parties  in  respect  of  the  other 
matters  in  diffbrence,  except  tbat  he 
awarded  that  the  defendant  should 
pay  to  the  plainliffs  for  the  cam  ring 
and  shaft  such  sum  as  the  same 
amounted  to,  according  to  the  market 
price  of  pig-iron: — Held,  first,  that, 
hy  the  terms  of  the  order,  the  arbi- 
trator was  not  required  to  find  speci- 
fically on  each  issue. 

Secondly,  that  the  award  was  not 
bad  for  uncertainty,  in  omitting  to 
name  the  time  and  market  at  which 
the  price  of  the  iron  was  to  be  ascer- 
taued.     Waddle  v.  Dounman,     562 

2.  Two  causes  between  the  same 
parties,  one  in  trespass  for  mesne 
profits,  in  which  the  plaintiff  had 
declared,  tbe  other  in  assumpsit,  in 
which  he  had  only  issued  his  writ, 
were  referred,  by  a  judge's  order,  to 
arbitration;  the  costs  of  the  causes, 
and  of  the  reference  and  award,  to 
abide  tbe  event  of  the  award.  The 
arbitrators,  by  their  award,  after  re- 
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citing  the  order  of  reference,  and  that 
they  had  duly  considered  the  proofs, 
&c.,  concerning  the  premises,  awarded 
concerning  the  same,  that  all  fnrtbn 
proceedings  in  the  said  canses  sbonld 
cease  and  be  no  further  prosecuted, 
and  that  the  defendant  should,  on 
&c.,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  4U.  I7*.9d., 
in  foil  of  all  demands  in  the  said 
causes: — Held,  a  sufficient  determi- 
nation of  both  causes  in  favour  of  tbe 
plaintiff.     Wynne  t.  Edwardt,     70S 

(3).  Certainty — SLeprngnaney. 

Debt,  in  £200,  for  work  and  labour, 
for  goods  sold,  and  on  an  account 
stated.  Pleas,  first,  except  as  to  £35, 
parcel,  never  indebted  ;  second,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  said  £35,  parcel,  pay- 
ment before  action  brought ;  third,  is 
to  the  £35,  paymeat  mto  Court  of 
£37,  in  satisAction  of  the  aaid  sum 
of  £35,  and  all  damages  for  the  de- 
tention thereof ;  fourth,  a  set-off  to 
the  whole  declaration.  Tbe  canse 
and  all  matters  in  difference  between 
the  parties  were  referred,  by  order  rf 
Nisi  Prios,  to  an  arbitrator,  who,  by 
his  award,  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  vithoot 
damages,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
other  issues  : — Held,  that  tbe  award 
was  good ;  that  the  arbitrator  was  right 
in  not  awarding  any  damages  on  the 
first  issue  ;  and  that  the  finding  as  to 
the  several  issues  was  not  repugnant. 
Waruiiek  v.  Cox,  7/4 

(4).  When  tufficiently  Jlntd. 
By  submission,  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  other  persons  (who  were  next 
of  kin,  and  entitled  to  distribntira 
shares  of  an  intestate's  estate)  and  the 
defendant,  the  administrator  and  also 
one  of  the  next  of  kin,  reciting,  (inter 
alia),  that  the  estate  of  the  decnsed 
consisted  of  debts  due  to  him  at  bis 
death,  &rm-Btock,  cattle,  com,  corn 
in  the  ground,  implementa  of  has- 
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bandry,  household  goods,  and  furni- 
ture, and  other  ej^ecis,  and  that  differ- 
ences had  arisen  as  to  their  yalue, 
which  the  parties  had  agreed  to  refer 
to  arbitration ;  the  said  parties  agreed 
that  all  and  every  claim,  demand, 
controversy  difference,  and  dispute 
between  the  several  parties  thereto, 
concerning  the  matters  and  things 
before  mentioned,  or  in  relation 
thereto,  should  be  paid,  settled,  and 
adjusted  according  to  the  arbitrament 
of  two  persons  named.  By  the  award, 
afler  reciting  the  submission,  the  arbi- 
trators found  and  awarded  that  the 
defendant,  as  administrator,  at  the 
date  of  the  submission,  had  monies, 
farm-stock,  cattle,  corn,  com  in  the 
ground,  implements  of  husbandry, 
household  goods,  and  furniture  of  the 
intestate  in  his  hands  to  be  adminis- 
tered, to  the  value  of  £929,  indepen- 
dently of  any  debts  owing  to  the  in- 
testate ;  that  the  defendant  should 
retain  £140,  found  to  be  owing  to 
him  from  some  of  the  parties,  and 
£65  to  pay  the  rent  and  taxes  of 
certain  tenements  which  were  in  the 
intestate's  occupation  at  his  death ; 
that  he  should  be  entitled  to  set  off 
£15,  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff, 
against  his  distributive  share  ;  and 
that  he  should,  at  a  certain  time  and 
place,  pay  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
parties  their  several  distributive  shares 
of  the  intestate's  estate,  first  retaining 
his  own  share  and  the  above-men- 
tioned sums  of  money ;  and  that  they 
should,  if  required,  execute  releases 
to  the  defendant : — Held,  in  an  action 
on  this  award,  that  it  was  sufficiently 
final,  although  it  did  not  expressly 
award  as  to  any  "other  effects*'  than 
those  specifically  mentioned  in  it,  nor 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  debts  due  to 
the  estate,  nor  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
distributive  shares  payable  to  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  parties  to  the 
submission  : — it  not  being  shewn  by 
plea  that  there  were  other  effects,  and 


that  the  amounts  of  the  debts  or  dis^ 
tributive  shares  were  matters  in  differ- 
ence.    Perry  v.  Mitchell,  792 

(5).  By  two  of  three  Arbitrators, 

A  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference 
were  referred  to  the  arbitration  of 
three  persons,  the  award  of  the  three, 
or  of  any  two  of  them,  to  be  final. 
The  award  purported  on  the  face  of 
it  to  be  made  by  all  three,  but  was 
executed  by  two  only,  the  third  having 
refused  to  sign  it  when  requested  to 
do  so  :  — Held,  that  the  award  was 
good  as  the  award  of  the  two,  and 
supported  an  issue  in  which  it  was  so 
sUted.     fVhite  v.  Sharp,  712 

ATTORNEY, 

Lien  of.     See  Execution,  (2). 

Costs  of  Taxation  of  Bill. 

Where  an  attorney's  bill  is  referred 
to  taxation  after  action  brought  upon 
it,  the  attorney  is  liable,  under  6  &  7 
Vict.  c.  73,  8.  37,  to  pay  the  costs  of 
taxation,  if  more  than  one-sixth  is 
struck  off.    Ex  parte  Woollett,     504 

BANKRUPTCY. 

5ff  Joint  Stock  Banking  Co.,  (I). 
Landlord  &  Tenant,  (3). 

I.  Commissioner^  Authority  to  commit. 

Where  a  bankrupt,  who  had  been 
examined  in  1841,  before  the  then 
commissioners  of  bankrupt  acting  un- 
der a  country  fiat,  and  committed  by 
them  for  giving  unsatisfactory  answers, 
was,  in  Nov.  1843,  again  brought  up 
before  a  commissioner  appointed  un- 
der the  Stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  59, 
and  his  answers  to  the  questions  then 
put  to  him  were  unsatisfactory  to  the 
commissioner,  who,  however,  then 
stated  that  he  should  not  grant  a 
fresh  warrant  of  commitment,  but  on 
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a  subsequent  day  issued  a  warrant, 
under  which  the  bankrupt  was  detain- 
ed in  custody  : — Held,  first,  that  the 
warrant  so  issued  was  valid;  secondly, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  set  forth 
in  it  the  questions  and  answers  on  the 
first  examinations  in  1841;  thirdly, 
that  a  single  commissioner  has  power 
to  commit  in  such  a  case,  under  the 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  ss.  46  and  52. 
Ex  parte  Dauneey,  27 1 

II.  Mutual  Credit, 

1.  The  defendants,  bankers  in 
London,  had  acted  as  and  were  the 
bankers  of  £.  and  Co.  up  to  the  24th 
of  October,  1842,  when  £.  and  Co.  be- 
came bankrupt ;  and  previously  to 
that  day  the  defendants  had  dis- 
counted for  them  bills  to  a  large 
amount ;  and  on  that  day  the  defend- 
ants had  in  their  hands  a  balance  of 
179/.  198.  \\d.,  belonging  to  the 
bankrupts.  The  bills  were  indorsed 
by  the  bankrupts  in  blank,  and  two 
of  them  were  paid  by  the  acceptors 
before  the  bankruptcy  ;  the  others, 
far  exceeding  in  amount  the  sum  of 
179/.  19«.  lid,,  did  not  become  due 
imtil  the  16th  of  November  and  other 
later  periods.  An  action  for  money 
lent  &c.  was  commenced  on  the  2nd 
of  November,  1842,  by  the  bankrupts' 
assignee  ;  and  on  the  8th  of  the  same 
month  the  defendants  proved  against 
the  bankrupts'  estate  the  whole  of  the 
bills,  except  the  two  which  had  been 
paid,  deducting  the  balance  of  179/. 
IDs.  lid.:— Held,  that  the  defend- 
ants, as  indorsees  of  the  bills,  were 
entitled  to  set  them  off  in  the  action. 
Afaager  v.  Currie,  75 1 

2.  The  defendants,  being  indebted 
for  money  advanced  to  them  on  their 
banking  account  by  their  bankers,  who 
subsequently  became  bankrupt,  re- 
ceived from  their  customers,  on  the 
day  on  which  the  bank  stopped  pay- 
ment and  the  day  following,  but  with- 


out notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  before  any  docket  had  be^ 
struck,  certain  £5  notes  of  the  bank, 
payable  to  bearer  on  demand,  in  part 
payment  of  antecedent  debts,  on  the 
condition  that  they  were  to  debit 
themselves  with  so  much  only  as  they 
should  receive  from  the  assignees  for 
such  notes.  They  also  received,  du- 
ring the  same  period,  other  £5  notes 
of  the  bank,  for  which  they  were  to 
pay  so  much  only  as  they  should  re- 
ceive from  the  assignees  for  such  notes. 
An  action  having  been  brought  by  the 
assignees  of  the  bankrupts  against  the 
defendants  for  money  lent  by  the 
bankrupts  before  their  bankruptcy : 
— Held,  that  the  defendants  had  a 
beneficial  interest  in  the  first-men- 
tioned dass  of  notes,  and  were  there- 
fore entitled  to  set  them  off ;  but  that 
they  were  not  entitled  to  set  off  the 
last-mentioned  class,  as  they  held 
them  merely  as  trustees  for  others. 
Farster  y.  WUmm,  191 

III.  Substituted  Petitioning  Creditor^8 
Debt — Order  and  Disposition. 

In  an  action  by  assignees  of  s 
bankrupt  for  money  received  to  their 
use,  it  appeared  that,  the  original 
petitioner's  debt  having  proved  insuffi- 
cient to  support  the  fiat,  an  order  of 
the  Court  of  Review,  under  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  16,  s.  18,  was  obtained,  for  sub- 
stituting one  of  the  partners  in  the 
firm  of  Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.  as  a  new 
petitioning  creditor.  The  order  sta- 
ted, that  Uiat  firm  had  proved  a  debt 
sufficient  to  support  the  fiat,  that  it 
was  an  existing  debt,  and  that  it  was 
incurred  not  anterior  to  that  of  the 
original  petitioning  creditor  ;  and 
then  directed,  that  the  fiat  should  be 
proceeded  with  : — HeUi,  that  this 
order  was  not,  per  se,  evidence  that 
the  substituted  debt  was  contracted 
not  anterior  to  that  of  the  original 
petitioning  creditor,  or  that  it  was  of 
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the  reqaisite  amount,  or  that  it  was 
incurred  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

For  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
new  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  the 
plaintiffs  produced  certain  cancelled 
cheques,  drawn  by  the  bankrupt  upon 
Jones,  Loyd,  &  Co.,  and  called  one  of 
their  clerks,  who  stated,  (from  recol- 
lection merely),  that,  at  the  time  of 
these  cheques  being  drawn,  the  bank- 
rupt's account  was  greatly  overdrawn. 
They  produced  also  a  promissory  note 
for  upwards  of  £150,  dated  long  be- 
fore the  fiat,  made  by  the  bankrupt, 
payable  to  Jones,  Loyd,  &'  Co.,  and 
which  had  been  seen  in  their  posses- 
sion a  few  days  before  the  trial :  — 
Held,  that  neither  the  cheques  nor 
the  note  were  sufficient  to  prove  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt ;  for  that 
the  former  were  prim4  facie  evidence 
of  payment  of  a  debt  due  from  Jones, 
Loyd,  &  Co.  to  the  bankrupt,  and  the 
latter  was  no  evidence,  as  against  a 
stranger,  of  any  debt  due  at  the  time 
of  its  date. 

Groods  which  had  been  mortgaged 
by  a  trader  before  his  bankruptcy 
were  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  in 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  under  an 
execution  against  the  bankrupt : — 
Semble,  that  they  did  not  pass  to  his 
assignees,  as  being  in  his  order  and 
disposition  with  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner.      Fletcher  v.  Manning, 

571 

IV.  Assignment, 

(1).  Interest  of  Assignees  in  Contract 
of  Bankrupt, 

A.  paid  to  a  banking  company  a 
sum  of  money,  for  the  specific  pur- 
pose of  providing  for  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  that  amount,  drawn  by  A.  upon 
the  company's  London  bankers.  A. 
was  at  that  time  indebted  in  a  larger 
amount  to  the  company,  who,  insteiad 
of  applying  the  money  according  to 
his  instructions,  placed  it  to  the  credit 


I 


of  his  account  with  them.  The  bill 
was  refused  acceptance,  and  while  it 
remained  unpaid  in  the  hands  of  the 
holder,  A.  became  bankrupt : — Held^ 
that  his  assignees  were  entitled  to 
recover  from  the  company,  in  a  special 
action  of  assumpsit,  the  whole  amount 
of  the  bill,     ma  V.  Smith,  618 

(2).  Interest  of  Assignees  in  Covenant 
of  Bankrupt — Pleading, 

Declaration  in  covenant  stated,  tliat» 
by  indenture  of  assignment  of  certain 
leasehold  premises,  dated  20th  July, 
1825,  between  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant's testator,  and  W.,  the  testa- 
tor, for  himself,  his  executors,  &c., 
covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
to  W.  £1200  and  interest.  By  the 
indenture  as  set  out  in  the  plea  tn 
hrnc  verba,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  mortgaged  the  premises  to  W., 
by  a  deed  dated  12th-  AprU,  1825, 
with  a  proviso,  that  if  the  plaintiff, 
his  executors,  &c.  six  months  after 
demand  in  writing,  should  pay  the 
£1200  to  W.,  W.  would  re-convey  : 
that  the  assignment  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  testator  was  subject  to  the 
above  indenture  of  mortgage  to  W., 
and  to  the  payment  to  him  of  the 
said  sum  of  £1200.  There  was  then 
a  general  covenant  with  the  plaintiff 
for  payment  by  the  testator  to  W.  of 
the  said  sum* of  £1200.  The  plea 
then  alleged  that,  after  the  breaches 
of  covenant  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, the  plaintiff  became  bankrupt; 
that  his  estate  was  conveyed  to  cer- 
tain persons  named,  in  trust  for  his 
creditors,  (not  stating  that  they  had 
been  chosen  assignees);  and  that 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &C.9  he  duly 
obtained  his  certificate  of  conformity, 
which  was  duly  allowed  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor;  and  that  the  £1200  be- 
came payable  by  the  plaintiff  to  W. 
before  Uie  bankmpUy.  A  second 
plea  stated,  that  the  indenture  de* 
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dared  on  was  the  same  as  that  set  forth 
in  the  former  plea;  it  then  set  out  the 
proviso  and  covenant  contained  in  the 
mortgage  of  the  12th  of  April,  1825, 
and  alleged  that  no  demand  in  writing 
of  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  £1200 
had  heen  given  to  the  plaintiff.  On 
special  demurrer  to  these  pleas,  Beldf 
first,  that  the  declaration  was  suffi- 
cient. 

Secondly,  that  it  was  sufficiently 
stated  in  the  first  special  plea,  on 
general  demurrer,  that  the  parties  to 
whom  the  plaintiff's  estate  had  heen 
conveyed  were  his  assignees  in  hank- 
roptcy. 

Thirdly,  that  the  first  special  plea 
was  had,  for  that  it  negatived  on  the 
face  of  it  any  possibility  of  interest  in 
the  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff's assignees;  and  therefore,  that 
it  was  not  necessarv  for  the  plaintiff 
to  reply  that  no  mterest  passed  to 
them. 

Fourthly,  that  the  second  special 
plea  was  a  sufficient  answer  as  to  the 
principal  sum  of  £1200,  which  was 
not  due  until  after  six  months'  de- 
mand in  writing,  subsequent  to  the 
12th  of  April,  1828;  but  that  the 
interest  being  payable  absolutely,  and 
not  after  demand,  the  plea,  being 
pleaded  to  the  interest  as  well  as  to 
the  principal,  was  therefore  bad  alto- 
gether. The  like  objection  was  also 
held  to  apply  to  the  first  special  plea. 

Qu€ere,  whether  the  pleas  were 
bad,  as  setting  up  a  qualified  covenant 
different  from  the  absolute  contract 
stated  in  the  declaration,  and  there- 
fore amounting  to  non  est  factum. 
Trott  V.  Smith,  688 

(8).  Interest  of  Assignees  in  Chose  in 
action  o/ Bankrupt* s  Wife. 

The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  can- 
not maintain  an  action  in  their  own 
names  only,  for  a  chose  in  action  be- 
longing to  the  wife  of  the  bankrupt 


before  marriage,  as  a  promissory  note 
given  to  her  dum  sola.  SherringUm 
V.  Tates,  855 

(4).  Action  bg  Assignees /or  persond 
Labour  o/  Bankrupts. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  as- 
signees of  bankrupts,  for  work  done, 
materials  provided,  and  goods  sold  by 
them,  as  assignees.  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  price  of  cer- 
tain engravings  struck  off  by  the 
bankrupts  for  the  defendant.  The 
order  was  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  bankrupts  after  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, but  before  the  issuing  of  the 
fiat.  After  the  fiat,  the  bankrupts 
applied  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  who 
was  then  petitioning  creditor,  for  mo- 
ney to  complete  the  work  in  question, 
and  received  from  him  money,  out  of 
which  the  paper  was  bought  for  the 
completion  of  the  order.  Part  of  the 
work  was  performed  before  the  fiat, 
a  part  after  the  fiat  and  before  the 
appointment  of  the  creditors'  assignee, 
and  the  remainder  after  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  creditors'  assignee.  The 
above  action  having  been  brought  by 
the  official  and  the  creditors'  assignee: 
— Held,  that  there  was  no  ground 
for  a  nonsuit,  and  that  the  assignees 
were  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  a- 
mount,  the  contract  being  entire,  and 
the  evidence  shewing  the  work  to 
have  been  completed  by  the  bank- 
rupts as  their  agents.  Whitmore  v. 
Gilmour,  808 

V.  Operation  o/2^3  Viet.  e.  29. 
(1).  Pleadings. 

I .  Trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt against  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex. 
Plea,  that  after  the  bankruptcy,  and 
after  the  passing  of  the  2  &  3  Vict,  c 
29,  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  the 
bankrupt,  were  possessed  of  the  goods 
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in  question,  by  reason  of  the  relation 
of  their  title  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  ; 
that  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  whilst 
they  were  possessed  of  the  goods,  and 
before  the  conversion  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  one  W.  sued  out  a 
writ  of  fi.  fa.,  and  delivered  it  to  the 
defendants,  as  sheriff,  and  that  they, 
before  the  fiat,  seized  and  took  in 
execution  the  goods,  for  the  purpose 
of  levying  the  debt,  and  thereby  com- 
mitted the  said  conversion;  that  the 
execution  was  really  and  band  fide 
executed  before  the  fiat;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  executing  it,  the  execution 
creditor  had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act 
of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt  com- 
mitted.— Replication,  that  the  bank- 
rupt procured  the  said  writ  to  be  sued 
out,  and  caused  the  defendants  to  take 
the  goods  in  execution,  with  intent  to 
defeat  and  delay  his  creditors,  and 
thereby  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy; that  afterwards,  and  afler  the 
said  goods  had  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion, the  defendants  converted  the 
said  goods,  which  is  the  conversion 
complained  of: — Held,  first,  that  the 
words  *'  bona  fide  executed  "  referred 
to  the  execution  creditor  and  the 
sheriff,  and  not  to  the  bankrupt;  and 
therefore  that  the  replication  did  not 
amount  to  an  argumentative  traverse 
of  that  averment,  but  was  good  by 
way  of  confession  and  avoidance;  se- 
condly, that  the  replication  was  not 
bad,  in  omitting  to  state  in  what  the 
conversion  consisted. 

Quare,  whether  the  replication  was 
not  bad  for  duplicity,  as  stating  a 
second  conversion;  but, 

Semble,  that  the  statement  of  the 
second  conversion  amounted  merely 
to  an  informal  new  assignment.  Bel- 
cher V.  Magnay^  102 

2.  Trover  lies  against  a  sheriff, 
who,  having  seized  goods  under  an 
execution  upon  a  judgment  founded 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  afler  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  debtor,  but 


before  the  fiat,  sells  them  subsequent- 
ly to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat. 

The  effeet  of  the  108th  section  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  is  to  vary  the  legal 
operation  of  the  writ  of  execution  it- 
self, and  to  prevent  such  an  execution 
from  being  carried  into  effect  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors. 

In  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  the  defendants  pleaded, 
that  the  plaintiffs,  by  relation  of  their 
title  as  assignees  to  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, were  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  goods;  that  a  writ  of  fi. 
fa.  upon  a  judgment  was  directed  to 
the  defendants  as  sheriff;  and  that, 
before  the  fiat,  the  defendants  exe- 
cuted and  levied  execution  under  the 
writ  against  the  goods,  and  thereby 
committed  the  grievances,  &c.;  that 
the  execution  was  really  and  bond 
fide  executed  and  levied;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  executing  and  levying  it, 
neither  the  defendants  nor  the  execu- 
tion creditor  had  notice  of  a  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy. — Replication,  that 
before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
against  the  bankrupts,  they  executed 
a  warrant  of  attorney,  upon  which 
judgment  was  entered  up,  and  that 
the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa.  was  issued  there- 
on; that  before  the  execution  of  the  fi. 
fa.,  and  the  entering  up  of  judgment 
thereon,  the  bankrupts  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy;  that  a  fiat  issued 
within  less  than  two  months  of  the 
execution  and  sale;  and  that  after  the 
fiat,  and  before  the  sale,  the  sheriff 
had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
and  fiat;  that  the  defendants  did 
afterwards,  and  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  and  afler  notice  thereof,  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  goods,  which  is 
the  same  conversion  as  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned: — Held^  on  special 
demurrer  to  the  replication,  that  the 
words  "executed"  and  "levied" 
were  synonymous,  and  signified  a 
seizure  in  execution ;  and  therefore 
that  the  replication  did  not  amount 
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to  an  argamenUtiye  denial  of  the 
averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  defend- 
ants execnted  and  levied  the  execu- 
tion before  the  date  and  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  but  was  good  by  way  of  con- 
fession and  avoidance.  Cheston  v. 
Oibbsy  1 1 1 

(2).  Notice  of  Jet  of  Bankruptcy. 

Notice  of  a  docket  having  been 
struck  is  not  "  notice  of  a  prior  act  of 
bankmptcy,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  29.  Hocking  v. 
Acraman,  1 70 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 
(1).  Notice  of  Dishonour. 

A  bill  of  exchange  was  indorsed  to 
a  branch  of  the  National  Provincial 
Bank  of  England  at  Portmadoc,  who 
sent  it  to  the  Pwllheli  branch  of  the 
same  bank,  who  indorsed  it  to  the 
head  establishment  in  London: — 
Held,  that  each  of  the  branch  banks 
were  to  be  considered  as  independent 
indorsees,  and  each  entitled  to  the 
usual  notice  of  dishonour.  Clode  v. 
Bay  ley,  51 

(2)  •  Actions  on, 

1.  Pleadings  in. 

To  an  action  by  the  indorsees  a- 
gainst  the  maker  of  several  promis- 
sory notes,  one  of  which  was  payable 
at  three  months'  date,  and  the  others 
on  demand,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that,  after  the  making  of  the  notes,  and 
before  the  indorsement  of  any  of  them 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  whilst  T.  L. 
(who  indorsed  to  the  plaintiffs)  was 
the  holder  of  them,  T.  L.  was  in- 
debted to  the  defendant  and  to  J.  D., 
as  executors,  in  a  sum  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  notes,  for  money  lent 
by  their  testator,  &c.,  in  which  sum 
the  defendant  was  beneficially  inter- 


ested as  residuary  I^atee ;  and  that, 
before  the  indorsement  of  the  notes 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  while  T.  L.  was 
the  holder,  it  was  agreed  between  him 
and  the  defendant  and  J.  D.,  that 
the  amount  of  the  notes,  and  the 
monies  due  thereon,  should  be  set  off 
and  allowed  to  him  out  of  the  monies 
so  dae  from  him  to  them,  and  that 
the  defendant  and  T.  L.  should 
mutually  be  discharged  from  that  a- 
mount;  that  the  notes,  and  the 
monies  thereon,  were  thereby  satis- 
fied and  discharged;  and  that  they 
remained  in  the  possession  of  T.  ll 
until  he  indorsed  them  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, without  the  consent  or  firalt  of 
the  defendant,  and  T.  L.  indorsed 
them  to  the  plaintiffis,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs took  them,  afler  they  had  been 
so  satisfied. — Replication  thereto,  that 
the  notes  were  not  satisfied  and  dis- 
charged as  in  the  plea  mentioned: — 
Held,  after  verdict  for  the  defendant 
on  this  issue,  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
for  not  shewing  distinctly  that  the 
notes  were  overdue  when  indorsed  by 
T.  L.  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto.  Cripps  v. 
Datis,  159 

2.  Assumpsit  by  payee  against 
maker  of  a  promissory  note.  Plea, 
that  defendant  made  it  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  plamtiff,  and  with- 
out consideration,  and  that  plaintiff 
holds  it  without  consideration. — Re- 
plication, that  there  was  a  good  con- 
sideration for  the  making  and  pay- 
ment of  the  note,  to  wit,  the  amount 
of  the  note;  and  issue  thereon: — 
Held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, that  the  replication  was  a  suf- 
ficient traverse  of  the  plea.  King  v. 
Phillips,  705 

3.  A  count  on  a  promissory  note 
made  payable  at  a  particular  place, 
named  in  the  body  of  the  note,  is  bad 
after  verdict,  if  it  omits  to  idlege  a 


CHARTEa  PARTY. 

presoitment  st  that  place.    Emblin 
T.  Dartnell,  830 

BOND. 

See  Pi-EADiNQ,  IV,  (2). 

CARRIES, 

Evidence  of  Special  Contract  by. 

The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany, vho  are  carrien  on  their  line, 
pnblished  a  printed  notice,  which  was 
fixed  up  over  the  door  of  their  station 
for  the  reception  of  goods  in  Liver- 
pool, that  all  goods  received  after  four 
o'clock,  P.M.,  vould  be  forwarded  on 
the  next  working  day.  Long  after 
the  publication  of  this  notice,  certain 
goods  were  brought  to  the  station, 
about  half-past  five  p.  ».,  to  be  for- 
warded to  Birmingham  by  the  rail- 
way. The  person  who  brought  them 
(a  servant  of  the  owner)  saw  the  com- 
pany's weigher,  and  asked  "  if  there 
was  time"  [i.e.]  for  the  goods  to  pro- 
ceed that  evening;  he  said  there  was; 
and  the  goods  were  placed  by  the 
company's  porters  on  the  trucks  on 
which  goods  are  carried  upon  the 
railway.  The  same  person  had  on 
former  occasions  taken  goods  of  the 
same  kind  to  the  station  at  a  la(« 
hour,  which  were  never  refiiaed  for 
being  too  late,  and  which  had  been 
forwarded  the  same  evening: — Held, 
that  upon  these  tacts  there  was  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  special 
contract  by  the  railway  company  to 
forward  the  ^ods  in  question  on  the 
same  evening  on  which  they  were 
delivered.  Piekford  v.  The  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company,         766 

CHARTER  PARTY, 
Corutrvelion  of. 

Declaration  on  a  charter  party 
stated,  that  it  was  agreed  thereby 
that  the  ship  should  aail  in  ballast 
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to  a  safe  and  convenient  port,  near 
to  Cape  Town,  and  thei«  load  a  full 
cargo,  ftcj  and  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  load  the  vessel  with  the  said  cai^o, 
and  to  pay  freight.  Averment,  tlut, 
though  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and 
willing  to  appoint  and  put  on  board 
a  proper  person  as  superca^;o,  who 
would  have  indicated  to  the  master  a 
safe  and  convenient  port  near  Cape 
Town  for  receiving  on  board  the 
cargo,  the  defendant  would  not  per- 
mit the  ship  to  proceed  in  ballast  on 
the  voyage-. — Held  bad  on  general 
demurrer,  for  not  averring  that  the 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendant 
of  a  safe  and  convenient  port,  &c.,  or 
anything  equivalent  in  law  to  sodi 
notice  ;  for  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  charterer  to  select  the  port,  and 
give  notice  of  it  to  the  owner  before 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage. 
Bae  V.  Haekelt,  724 

CHURCHWARDENS  AND 


Action  by,  for  Use  and  Occupation. 

In  an  action  by  churchwardens  and 
oveerseers  for  the  use  and  occupatioa 
of  land  held  by  them.  In  the  nature 
of  a  body  corporate,  under  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  12,  s.  17>  the  declaration  must 
describe  the  plain tiSi)  aa  church- 
wardens and  overseers.  Ward  v. 
Clarke,  747 

CODICIL. 
See  Will. 

COMPOSITION  DEED, 

HoK  far  avoided  by  the  Debtot'a 
Breach  of  Coeenant  to  inture  hit 
Tafe — Pleading. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  laboiir,  ke.  * 
Plea,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the 
causes  of    action,   by   an   indenture 
between  the  defendant  of  the  fint 
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part,  S»  and  H.,  of  the  second  part, 
and  the  plaintiff  and  others,  creditors 
of  the  defendant,  of  the  third  part, 
S.  and  H.  were  appointed  trustees  for 
carrying  the  indenture  into  effect,  for 
the  benefit  of  such  of  the  defendant's 
creditors  as  should  execute  it.  The 
plea  then  stated  an  excuse  for  profert, 
and  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  S.  and 
H.,  and  the  other  creditors  of  the 
defendant,  did  acquit,  release,  and  dis- 
charge him  from  all  debts,  %.  The 
replication  set  out  the  indenture,  not 
on  oyer,  bat  in  haec  verba.  It  recited, 
that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to 
the  parties  of  the  second  and  third 
parts,  in  the  several  sums  set  oppo- 
site their  names  in  the  schedule 
thereunder  written;  that  he  had  co- 
venanted to  pay  to  S.  and  H.,  as 
trustees  for  the  creditors,  £500  for 
each  of  the  three  successive  years 
next  after  the  1st  of  January  then 
next;  that  he  vroixld  forthwith  assure 
his  own  life  in  some  assurance  office 
in  London  or  Westminster  in  £1500, 
and  would  continue  the  same  so  in- 
sured during  the  said  three  years: 
provided,  that,  in  case  of  the  defend- 
ant's neglect  or  refusal  to  effect  or 
keep  on  foot  such  policy  of  assurance 
on  his  own  life,  then  in  either  of 
those  cases  the  indenture  was  to  be 
utterly  void  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses whatsoever.  Breach,  that  the 
defendant  did  not  nor  would  assure 
his  life  in  any  office  in  London  or 
Westminster,  "  as  by  the  said  inden- 
ture required,  and  according  to  the 
said  covenant  in  that  behalf  therein 
mentioned,"  whereby  the  same  in- 
denture became  utterly  void.  Re- 
joinder, that,  after  it  had  become  the 
defendant's  duty  to  effect  the  said 
policy,  the  defendant  paid  to  8.  and 
H.,  the  trustees,  £500  in  part  per- 
formance and  satisfaction  of  the  co- 
venant, which  S.  and  H.  received  as 
such  part  performance  and  satisfac- 
tion; that  the  payment  was  made  at 


the  express  desire  and  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that,  at  the  time  of 
making  it,  the  plaintiff,  and  S.  and 
H.,  knew  that  the  defendant  had  not 
effected  the  policy ;  that  afler  soch 
payment,  the  defendant  assured  his 
life  at  another  office  in  London  for 
£1000;  that  S.  and  H.  accepted  that 
policy  and  acknowledged  such  assur- 
ance to  be  a  sufficient  and  satisfactory 
performance  of  the  covenant;  that 
afterwards  the  defendant  paid  to  S. 
and  H.  the  sum  of  £125  in  further 
part  performance  of  the  said  cove- 
nant, by  means  whereof  S.  and  H., 
as  trustees  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  other  creditors,  acknowledged 
the  indenture  to  be  subsisting  and 
valid,  and  not  to  have  become  void: — 

Held,  on  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder, 
first,  that  the  plea  was  not  bad  for 
omitting  to  state  that  the  debt  sued 
for  was  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to 
the  indenture,  since,  as  the  plea  ex- 
cused pro/ert  of  the  indenture,  and 
did  not  set  it  out  on  oyer,  it  was  not 
to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  plea. 

Secondly,  that  the  breach  in  the 
replicafion  was  not  bad,  on  general 
demurrer,  in  omitting  to  state  that  a 
reasonable  time  for  effecting  the  po- 
licy of  assurance  had  elapsed  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Thirdly,  that,  by  the  defendant's 
neglect  to  keep  alive  the  policy  for 
£1500,  the  indenture  was  not  abso- 
lutely void  as  to  all  the  parties  to  it, 
but  merely  void  as  to  the  plaintiff 
and  others  if  they  should  elect  to 
make  it  so. 

Semble,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
so  elect  after  taking  a  benefit  under  it. 

But  admitting  that  the  breach,  by 
the  defendant's  neglect  to  insure  forth- 
with, could  not  be  insisted  on  by  the 
plaintiff  as  avoiding  the  release,  held, 
that  it  was  still  competent  to  the 
plaintiff  to  insist  on  the  subsequent 
neglect  to  insure  as  another  gronnd 
of  avoidance;    that  the   replicatioa 
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contained  a  breach,  not  merely  for 
not  efifecting  the  policy  forthwith,  but 
for  not  insuring  at  all  according  to 
the  indenture;  and  that  the  rejoinder, 
though  it  contained  a  good  answer  to 
the  first  part,  did  not  contain  any  an- 
swer to  the  last,  because  the  accept- 
ance by  the  trustees  of  a  policy,  not 
made  according  to  the  trust-deed, 
did  not  bind  the  plaintiff. 

Held  also,  that  no  act  or  intimation 
of  election  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
to  avoid  the  deed  was  necessary  before 
bringing  the  action. 

A  party  may  avail  himself  of  ad- 
missions or  statements  of  particular 
facts  in  the  pleadings  of  the  opposite 
party,  and  one  pleading  may  be  cured 
by  admissions  in  another,  although 
the  latter  may  have  been  demurred 
to.     Hydey.  Watts,  254 

COPYHOLD. 

See  Evidence. 

Seizure  quousque  —  Appointment  of 
Attorney  for  Feme  Covert  Claimant 
— Description  of  Lands. 

The  lord  of  a  manor,  having  a 
right  to  seize  copyhold  lands  quous- 
que,  pro  defectu  tenentis,  brought 
ejectment  against  the  defendant,  a 
feme  covert  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
the  lands,  in  order  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  certain  fines  claimed  in  re- 
spect thereof.  There  was  no  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  title;  but  it  was 
shewn  that  there  was  an  entry  in  the 
court  rolls,  that  the  defendant  had 
appeared  at  a  court  holden  for  the 
manor,  by  her  attorney,  and  had 
claimed  to  be  admitted  to  the  lands 
on  the  death  of  the  former  tenant; 
and  had  been  admitted  accordingly. 
The  lands  consisted  of  three  tene- 
ments, which,  in  former  admittances, 
had  been  described,  one  of  them  as 
containing  14|  acres,  the  others  with- 
out any  admeasurement.  In  the  entry 
of  the  defendant's  admittance,   the 
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description  was  the  same,  and  in  ad- 
dition, the  whole  were  stated  to  con- 
tain 148  acres.  Three  several  fines 
were  then  assessed  on  the  premises. 
It  was  objected,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover,  on  the  grounds, 
first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
the  appointment  of  an  attorney  by  the 
defendant  or  by  the  lord  for  her, 
under  1 1  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  65, 
ss.  4  &  5,  and  that  therefore  the  ad- 
mittance and  assessment  of  the  fine 
were  void;  and  secondly,  that  the 
variation  in  the  description  of  the 
lands  vitiated  the  proceedings. 

Held,  that,  there  being  no  answer 
to  the  lord's  title  to  seize  quousque, 
except  the  supposed  acknowledgment 
on  the  court  roll  of  the  defendant's 
title,  that  acknowledgment  must  be 
taken  altogether,  and  was,  therefore, 
evidence  that  the  attorney  was  duly 
appointed  for  the  purpose,  and  claim- 
ed to  be  admitted  to  the  three  tene- 
ments as  described  in  the  admittance; 
or  if  it  were  said  that  the  lord's  right 
of  entry  was  defeated  by  the  actual 
admittance  of  the  defendant,  such 
admittance  must  be  taken  altogether 
to  be  such  as  would  give  her  a  legal 
title,  and  therefore  no  objection  could 
be  taken  to  the  want  of  the  due  ap- 
pointment of  the  attorney,  or  to  the 
description  of  the  tenements. 

Where  a  fine  arbitrary  is  imposed, 
it  is  due  to  the  lord  of  common  right, 
and  it  is  for  the  tenant  to  shew  that 
it  was  unreasonable. 

Although  the  lord  of  a  manor  pro- 
ceeds in  the  first  instance  on  his  right 
to  enter  and  seize  quousque  pro  defectu 
tenentis,  if  that  be  answered,  he  may 
nevertheless  recover  on  a  right  of  en- 
try and  seizure  quousque  the  fine  is 
satisfied. 

The  right  of  entry  quousque  is  not 
affected  by  the  9th  section  of  the  stat. 
11  Geo.  4  &  1  Will.  4,  c.  65.  BoeA. 
Twining  v.  Muscott,  832 
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COPYRIGHT  ACT. 

By  the  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  for 
uneading  the  law  of  copyright,  it  is 
enacted,  by  s.  11,  that  an  entry  may 
be  made  in  a  book,  to  be  kept  at  the 
Stationers'  Hall,  of  the  proprietor- 
ship of  the  copyright  of  books ;  and 
that  a  copy  of  such  entry  shall  be 
received  in  evidence  in  all  eonrts,  and 
shall  be  primft  f^t  proof  of  the  pro- 
prietorship of  copyright.  By  ».  14 
it  is  enacted,  that  any  person  who 
shall  deem  himself  aggrieved  by  any 
inch  entry  may  apply  to  the  Court  or 
a  judge  for  an  order  that  such  entry 
may  be  expunged  or  varied.  The 
plaintiff,  vrhose  proprietorship  in  the 
copyright  of  an  opera  called  Fra 
Diavolo  had  been  in  litigation  in 
equity  before  the  passing  of  the  act, 
afterwards  made  the  entry  at  Sta- 
tioners' Hall,  and  immediately  com- 
menced an  action  Rgainst  the  defend- 
ant for  an  inrssioQ  of  his  copyright. 
The  defendant  did  not  set  up  any 
confiicting  claim  to  the  proprietor- 
ship:— Held,  on  an  application  to 
expunge  the  entry,  that  the  defend- 
ant,  altbough  himself  claimiog  no 
title  in  the  copyright,  was  a  person 
"aggrieved"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act;  and  the  rale  was  discharged, 
only  on  the  plaintiffs  undertaking  not 
to  use  the  entry  as  evidence  on  the 
trial. 

Semble,  that  where  an  entry  is 
once  expunged  from  the  books,  it 
cannot  be  again  inserted. 

The  defendant  was  allowed  to  plead, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  proprie- 
tor of  the  copyright  at  the  time  of 
committing  the  grievances,  and  also 
that  he  was  not  the  proprietor  when 
the  book  was  printed.  Chapptll  v. 
Purdatf,  303 

COSTS, 

(1).  Seeuriti/foT, 

In  an  action  by  husband  and  wife 


COSTS. 

for  a  personal  injury  to  the  wife,  if 
1    the  husband  be  resident  abroad,  he 
I   must  give  security  for  costs,  altboogh 
the  wSe  be  resident  in  England. 

An  alleg^ion,  in  an  tuBSdavit  to 
obtain  security  for  costs,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  rending  abroad,  is  primi 
facie  a  sufficient  statement  that  he  it 
not  abroad  for  a  mere  temponrypw- 
pose.     Hanmer  v.  Mmgle$,  313 

(2).  O/Brie/t,  ^e. 

1 .  The  Master  is  not  Bomtd,  in  the 
taxation  of  costs  of  briefs,  or  short- 
hand writers'  notes  accompanying 
them,  by  the  certificate  of  counsel 
that  they  were  necessary,  but  is  tc 
exercise  his  own  discretion  in  the 
matter,  taking  the  certificate  into 
consideration  together  with  the  other 
facts.     Jlfoy  V.  Tam,  730 

2.  There  is  no  general  rule,  that 
the  Master,  on  taxation  of  costs, 
shall  allow  the  costs  of  two  briefi 
only,  except  where  a  certain  number 
of  witnesses  were  examined;  it  b  a 
matter  for  his  discretion  on  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  SMarp  v. 
A»hby,  733 

3.  The  plaintiff  declared  in  debt  for 
goods  sold,  &c.,  claiming  70/.  9*.  5d., 
giring  credit  to  the  defendaiDt  for  pay- 
ment of  38/.  lOjt.  Sd.,  part  thereof, 
and  alleging  non-payment  of  the  re- 
sidue, 31/.  18«.  9d'i  and  dehTered 
with  the  declaration  particulars  claim- 
ing 31/.  18<.  9d.  generally  as  a  ba- 
lance. Further  particulars  were  sub- 
sequently delivered  under  a  Judge's 
order,  shewingitemsof  claim  amount- 
ing to  70;.  9f.  5(/.,  with  a  general 
credit  at  the  foot  of  "  cash  on  ac- 
count, 38/.  10«.  Sd."  The  defendaot 
pleaded  never  indebted  ;  issue  was 
joined,  and  notice  of  trial  given  for 
the  sittings  in  term,  at  whKh,  from 
press  of  business,  the  cause  was  made 
a  remanet.  Before  the  next  sittings, 
the  plaintiff  obtained   an  order  to 
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amend  the  declaration  and  particulars 
on  payment  of  costs^  the  defendant 
pleading  de  novo,  and  thereupon  with- 
drew the  record,  and  delivered  an 
amended  declaration  and  particulars, 
claiming  31/.  18^.  9^.,  and  giving  no 
credit.  The  defendant  pleaded  pay- 
ment into  court  of  29/.  8«.  9d.,  and 
never  indebted  as  to  the  residue:  and 
the  plaintiff  took  out  the  money  paid 
into  court  in  satisfaction  of  the  causes 
of  action: — Held,  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled,  on  taxation,  to  the  costs  of 
hriefs,  fees,  witnesses,  or  attendance 
in  court  for  the  trial,  but  only  to  the 
costs  incurred  by  him  up  to  thejoinder 
of  issue.     Wilton  v.  Snook,  805 

(3).  0/ abortive  Trial. 

Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  the 
jury  were  unable  to  agree,  and  were 
in  consequence  discharged  by  the 
Judge  without  having  given  a  verdict, 
and  the  associate  indorsed  the  record 
as  a  remanet;  and  the  cause  being 
tried  again,  the  plaintiff  had  a  ver- 
dict:— Held,  that  he  was  not  enti- 
tled to  the  costs  of  the  first  trial. 
Brotvn  v.  Clarke,  25 

(4).  Certificate  under  3^4  Vict, 

c.  24. 

In  trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  plaintiffs  house,  and  seiz- 
ing and  taking  away  his  goods,  the 
evidence  was,  that  the  defendant 
"went  to  the  house  to  take,  under  the 
process  of  a  county  court,  certain 
goods  supposed  to  be  there;  that, 
being  refused  admittance,  he  broke 
open  the  outer  door  with  an  axe,  afler 
a  warning  not  to  do  so,  entered  the 
house,  and  took  away  certain  goods 
of  the  plaintiff: — Held,  that  this  was 
a  case  in  which  the  Judge  had  power, 
under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  24,  s. 
2,  to  certify  that  the  trespass  was 
*^  wilful  and  malicious,"  so  as  to  give 
the  plaintiff  his  full  costs,  the  da- 


mages found  by  the  jury  being  under 
40«.     Sherwin  v.  Swindall,  783 

(5).  On  Judgment  on  nul  tiel  Record, 

The  plaintiff  having  brought  an 
action  of  debt  in  this  court,  on  a 
judgment  recovered  in  an  inferior 
court,  instead  of  removing  it  to  the 
superior  court  and  issuing  execution, 
the  defendant  pleaded  nul  tiel  record. 
The  plaintiff  produced  the  record,  and 
applied  for  his  costs  under  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46,  s.  4,  but  the  Court  refused  the 
application,  notwithstanding  the  de- 
fendant had  pleaded  a  false  plea. 
Hanmer  v.  White,  519 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS  ACTS. 

See  Statute. 

1.  The  Isle  of  Wight  Court  of 
Requests  Act,  46  Geo.  3,  c.  66,  em- 
powered the  commissioners  to  deter- 
mine all  disputes  between  party  and 
party,  for  any  sum  not  exceeding  £5, 
in  all  actions  of  debt,  &c.  :  a  subse- 
quent clause  provided,  that  the  act 
should  not  extend  to  enable  them  to 
decide  on  any  debt  where  the  title  to 
lands,  &c.  should  come  into  question, 
or  which  should  arise  by  reason  of 
any  cause  concerning  testament  or 
matrimony,  &c  The  act  enabled 
plaintiffs  to  sue  in  that  Court,  for 
debts  under  £5,  any  person  inhabiting, 
residing,  or  being  within  the  Isle  of 
Wight ;  and  it  was  enacted,  that  if 
any  action  for  any  debt  recoverable 
by  virtue  of  the  act  in  the  Court  of 
Requests  should  be  commenced  in  any 
other  Court,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  should 
not^  by  reason  of  a  verdict  for  him  or 
otherwise,  be  entitled  to  any  costs. 

On  a  motion  to  enter  a  suggestion 
to  deprive  the  plaiutiff  of  costs  under 
this  act,  in  an  action  of  debt,  in  which 
the  defendant  had  let  judgment  go  by 
default : — Held,  first,  that  the  act 
applied  to  such  a  case,  and  was  not 
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confined  to  cases  where  there  had 
been  a  trial  and  verdict ;  secondly, 
that  the  application  was  not  too  late 
after  final  judgment ;  thirdly,  that  it 
was  not  necessary,  in  the  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  motion,  to  state  that 
the  defendant  resided  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Court  of  Requests, 
and  was  liable  to  be  summoned  to  that 
Court  for  the  debt,  but  that  it  was 
sufficient  to  state  that  he  resided  in 
the  Isle  of  Wight  at  the  time  when 
the  writ  of  summons  was  sued  out  in 
the  action ;  and  lastly,  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  shew  in  the  first 
instance^  that  it  was  not  such  an 
action  of  debt  as  was  excluded  by  the 
act  firom  the  commissioners*  jurisdic- 
tion. Burbidge  y,  Marvin,  8 
2.  The  Bradford  Court  of  Requests 
Act,  9  Geo.  3,  c.  19,  enacted,  that, 
if  in  any  action  against  any  person  for 
anything  done  in  pursuance  of  the 
act,  the  plaintiff  should  become  non- 
suit, or  discontinue,  or  if,  on  a  verdict 
or  demurrer,  judgment  should  be  given 
against  him,  he  should  pay  treble  costs. 
A  subsequent  act,  (47  Geo.  3,  c.  39), 
whereby  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
was  enlarged,  and  the  provbions  of 
the  former  act  were  incorporated,  un- 
less where  otherwise  provided,  enacted, 
that,  if  any  action  should  be  brought 
against  any  person  for  any  thing  done 
in  pursuance  of  the  former  act,  or  of 
that  act,  without  fourteen  days*  no- 
tice of  action,  or  more  than  six 
months  after  the  fact  committed,  or 
elsewhere  than  in  the  county  of  Wilts, 
&c.,  the  jury  should  find  for  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  that  upon  such  verdict, 
or  if  the  plaintiff  should  become  non- 
suit, or  discontinue  the  action  after 
appearance,  or  judgment  should  be 
given  on  demurrer  for  the  defendant, 
the  defendant  should  recover  costs :  — 
Held,  that  the  words  '*  such  verdict," 
in  this  clause,  meant  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  generally,  and  not  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  for  defect  of  the 


matters  of  form  therein  mentioned ; 
that,  therefore,  the  corresponding 
clause  of  the  3  Greo.  3,  c.  19»  was 
repealed  thereby,  and  the  defendant, 
on  a  verdict  for  him  upon  the  merits, 
was  entitled  to  recover  single  costs 
only.     Snefyrove  v.  Smart,  135 

3.  The  sum  recovered  by  verdict, 
and  not  the  amount  claimed  by  the 
plaintiff  to  be  due  to  him,  is  to  be 
considered  as  the  debt  for  which  the 
action  was  brought,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Sandwich  Court  of  Requests 
Act,  47  Geo.  3,  c.  35.  Fairhrass  v. 
Pettit,  453 

COURT  ROLL. 
See  Evidence. 

COVENANT. 

See  Composition  Deed. 

Executor  and  Administra- 
tor, (3). 

(1).  Constmctian  of. 

In  an  action  on  a  covenant  to  keep 
demised  premises  in  tenantable  order 
and  repair,  and  at  the  end  of  the  term 
to  deliver  them  up  in  such  tenantable 
repair,  the  breach  assigned  was,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  nor  would  suffi- 
ciently repair  and  keep  the  said  mes- 
suages &c.  in  tenantable  order  aod 
repair,  nor  deliver  them  up  in  such 
tenantable  repair  at  the  end  of  the 
term,  buty  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
suffered  and  permitted  the  premises 
to  be  and  continue,  and  the  same 
were  ruinous  and  in  decay,  for  want 
of  needful  and  necessary  reparations, 
&c.,  and  the  defendant,  at  the  end  of 
the  term,  left  them  so  out  of  repair : 
— Held,  that,  under  this  breach,  the 
lessor  could  not  recover  for  voluntary 
waste,  as  by  removing  windows  &c. 
Edye  v.  Pemberton,  187 

(2).  When  joint  or  several. 
Special  case. — The  deduitioo,  ia 
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covenant,  stated,  that  the  defendant 
and  others  having  formed  a  scheme 
for  erecting,  by  subscription,  a  corn- 
market  at  Newcastle-npon-Tyne,  exe- 
cuted a  deed-poll,  whereby  they  did, 
for  themselves  severally  and  respec- 
tively, covenant,  promise,  and  agree 
to  and  with  each  other  to  advance  and 
pay  the  several  sums  of  money  sub- 
scribed and  placed  opposite  their  re- 
spective names,  for  erecting  the  corn- 
market,  subject  to  such  alterations  as 
should  be  thought  convenient  by  the 
general  committee  appointed  by  the 
subscribers,  within   four  years,    and 
also  to  make  such  payments  in  respect 
of  the  said  shares  as  should  be  deemed 
expedient  by  such  committee  ;    and 
the  said  subscribers  and  the  defendant 
did,  for  themselves  severally  and  re- 
spectively, and   for  their  respective 
executors   and   administrators,   seve- 
rally promise  and  agree  with  the  plain- 
tiffin  in  case  of  the  default  of  such 
committee  to  require  such  payments 
within  four  years,  then  to  make  such 
payments  unto  such  persons  and  in 
such  proportions  as  should  be  required 
by  the  plaintiffs.    It  then  averred  that 
the  plaintiffs  did  not  subscribe  any 
sum  of  money,  but  became  parties  to 
the  deed,  in  order  that,  in  case  of  the 
default  of  the  committee  to  require 
such  payments  within  four  years,  they 
might  receive  or  appoint  such  pay- 
ments from  the  subscribers,  on  behalf 
of  the  mayor,  &c. ;  that  the  defendant 
subscribed  to  the  deed  for  the  sum  of 
£500  ;  that  the  committee  made  de- 
fault iu   requiring  the   shareholders 
and  the  defendant  to  make  any  pay- 
ment within  four  years  :   wherefore 
the  plaintiffs,  after  the  said  four  years, 
required  the  defendant  to  pay  £150 
in  respect  of  his  shares.    Breach,  the 
non-payment    thereof.      The   Court 
were  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the 
deed-poll ;  and  on  reference  to  it,  it 
appeared  that  the  covenant  was  by 
the  subscribers  to  and  with  each  other. 


and  to  and  with  the  plaintiff's : — Held, 
that  this  was  primd  facie  a  joint  cove- 
nant with  the  subscribers  and  the 
plaintiffs,  and  not  a  several  covenant 
with  the  plaintiffs  alone ;  secondly, 
that  it  did  not  appear  from  the  deed 
that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  separate  in- 
terest, and  that  the  subscribers  and 
the  plaintiffs  ought  to  have  sued 
jointly. 

Where  the  words  of  a  covenant  are 
expressly  joint,  it  will  be  so  construed, 
although  the  interest  may  be  several, 
and  vice  versd  ;  but  where  the  words 
are  ambiguous  in  this  respect,  they 
may  be  construed  to  be  joint  or  seve- 
ral, according  to  the  interest.  SorMe 
V.  Park,  146 

(3).   When  it  runs  with  Land, 

A  declaration  in  covenant  stated, 
that  A.,  and  B.  his  wife,  were  seised 
in  fee  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  cer- 
tain premises  in  right  of  the  wife,  and 
C.  was  seised  of  the  other  moiet}' ; 
that  A.  and  B.,  and  C.  demised  the 
premises  for  twenty-one  years  to  D., 
who  covenanted  with  A.  and  C.  to 
repair  ;  that  C.  afterwards  became 
seised  in  fee  of  the  reversion  of  all  the 
premises,  and  devised  them  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  A.  in  fee ;  that  A.  died, 
and  the  plaintiffs  survived  him  ;  and 
that  before  the  death  of  A.,  dl  the 
estate  of  D.  in  the  premises  came  to 
the  defendant  by  assignment ;  and 
assigned  as  a  breach,  that  the  defend- 
ant would  not,  after  the  assignment 
and  during  the  demise,  and  while  the 
plaintiffs  and  A.  were  seised  of  the 
reversion,  and  before  the  death  of  A., 
repair  the  demised  premises. 

Semble,  that  the  covenant  sued  up- 
on, being  made  with  A.  and  C.  only, 
was  not  a  covenant  running  with  the 
land,  on  which  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion  could  sue  ;  at  least  without 
an  averment  that  the  breach  was  com- 
mitted in  the  lifetime  of  A.'s  wife. 
Wootton  y.  Steffenoni,  129 
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tht  ibnncr  picm;  k  then  set  ost  tke 
eovcxbbC  cotLUancd  m  tke 
of  dK  I2tk  fd  ApffO,  IS25, 


ofdK  Mid  SUB  or£1200 
ghcB  to  tibe  pbbitxffl     On 
to  these  p&tts»  i7«/i< 
dK  dcciantiofi 


ScmAf ,  tKat  it 
sIMcidl  m  tke  fint  speml  ptea,   on 

er,  that  tke  parties  to 

dK  pkoBtiff's  estate  had  been 

kis  AMuuieeA  in  bank- 


TkirOr,  tkat  tke  first  special  plea 
bad,  fcr  tkat  it  nefatrred  on  tke 
of  it  WMj  powibilitT  d[  interest  in 
tkeuiiiaint  on  tke  part  of  tkeplain- 
tiff*s  aaaigBCCS;  and  tkefttee,  tkit 
it  was  not  necfjaaii  for  tke  pLontiir 
to  icplj  ^flt  no  interest  pused  to 


FonrdilT,  tkat  tke  second  special 
plea  was  a  solBcient  ansvcr  as  to  tke 
principal  snm  of  £1200,  wkidi  was 
not  dne  nntil  after  six  montkaE*  de- 
mand in  writing,  sobscqoent  to  tke 
12tk  of  April,  1S2S;  hot  that  tke 
imiereti  bewg  parable  absolutelT,  and 
not  after  demand,  tke  plea,  beii^ 
pleaded  to  tke  interest  as  well  as  to 
tke  principsl,  was  therefore  bad  ako- 
getker.  The  like  objection  was  also 
kdd  to  applj  to  tke  first  special  plea. 

QmoTt^  wketker  tke  pleas  were 
bad,  as  settii^  up  a  qualified  corenant 
different  ftom  the  abs<4ate  contract 
stated  in  tke  dedanition,  and  there- 
Ibre  amoontii^  to  non  est  &ctam. 
7W/  T.  SmtUk,  688 

(3).  Imterett  of  Astigne^  in  Cko9e  in 
action  of  Bankrmpfn  Wife. 

Tke  assignees  of  a  bankropt  cm- 
not  maintain  an  action  in  tkor  own 
names  only,  for  a  chose  in  action  be- 
longing to  the  wife  of  the  bankrupt 


w 


DT  ue  plBDitin»  IB 


pvovided,  awl  goods  aoid  bj 


browgkt  to  recover  ue  price  of  eer- 
taio  engravings  stmck  off  bj  die 
bankrupts  Ibr  tke  ddndant.'  The 
order  was  giren  bj  tke  lir^cndsnt  to 
tke  bankrupts  after  tke  act  of  baak- 
raptrr,  bat  befsre  tke  issning  ti  tke 
fiat.  'After  tke  fiat,  the  kankrwpti 
applied  to  one  of  tke  piaintilk,  wbo 
was  tken  petitionmg  creditor,  fiir 
nej  tocooqilete  tke  work  in 
and  leccifed  nom  kim  mooer,  owt  of 
tdnck  tke  paper  was  kou^it  fiir  tke 
completionof  tke  order.  Fnt  of  tke 
work  was  penbmied  beibie  tke  fill, 
a  part  after  tke  fiat  and  kdbre  tke 
appointment  of  tkecrediton^  assignee, 
and  tke  remain^r  after  tke  appoiat- 
ment  ti  tke  creditors'  assignee.  The 
abore  action  baring  been  hroogkt  bj 
the  official  and  tke  creditors*  ass^^ee: 
— Hdd^  tkat  tkere  was  no  grooad 
for  a  nonsoit,  and  tkat  tke  asaigneei 
were  entitled  to  recover  tke  whole  a- 
moont,  tke  contract  being  entire,  ind 
the  eridence  shewing  tke  wmk  to 
hare  been  completed  by  the  bank- 
ropts  as  their  agents.  WhUwntt  v. 
Gilmtmr,  808 

V.  Operation  of  2^-3  Fiti.  c.  29. 
(1).  Pleading, 

1.  TrorerbTtheasagnfesofabiak- 
nipt  against  die  sheriff  €€  Middlesex. 
Plea,  that  after  the  hankrnptcr,  and 
after  the  passmg  of  the  2  &3  l^ct.c 
29,  the  plaintifi^  as  assignees  of  tke 
bankrupt,  were  poasesaed  of  tke  goods 
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in  question,  by  reason  of  the  relation 
of  their  title  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy; 
that  after  the  bankruptcy,  and  whilst 
they  were  possessed  of  the  goods,  and 
before  the  conversion  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  one  W.  sued  out  a 
writ  of  fi.  fa.,  and  delivered  it  to  the 
defendants,  as  sheriff,  and  that  they, 
before  the  fiat,  seized  and  took  in 
execution  the  goods,  for  the  purpose 
of  levying  the  debt,  and  thereby  com- 
mitted the  said  conversion;  that  the 
execution  was  really  and  bond  fide 
executed  before  the  fiat;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  executing  it,  the  execution 
creditor  had  no  notice  of  any  prior  act 
of  bankruptcy  by  the  bankrupt  com- 
mitted.— Replication,  that  the  bank- 
rupt procured  the  said  writ  to  be  sued 
out,  and  caused  the  defendants  to  take 
the  goods  in  execution,  with  intent  to 
defeat  and  delay  his  creditors,  and 
thereby  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy; that  afterwards,  and  after  the 
said  goods  had  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion, the  defendants  converted  the 
said  goods,  which  is  the  conversion 
complained  of: — Held^  first,  that  the 
words  •*  bona  fide  executed  "  referred 
to  the  execution  creditor  and  the 
sheriff,  and  not  to  the  bankrupt;  and 
therefore  that  the  replication  did  not 
amount  to  an  argumentative  traverse 
of  that  averment,  but  was  good  by 
way  of  confession  and  avoidance;  se- 
condly, that  the  replication  was  not 
bad,  in  omitting  to  state  in  what  the 
conversion  consisted. 

Quaere,  whether  the  replication  was 
not  bad  for  duplicity,  as  stating  a 
second  conversion;  but, 

Semble,  that  the  statement  of  the 
second  conversion  amounted  merely 
to  an  informal  new  assignment,  i^e^ 
cherY.  Maffnayy  102 

2.  Trover  lies  against  a  sheriff, 
who,  having  seized  goods  under  an 
execution  upon  a  judgment  founded 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  after  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  the  debtor,  but 


before  the  fiat,  sells  them  subsequent- 
ly to  the  issuing  of  the  fiat. 

The  effect  of  the  108th  section  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  is  to  vary  the  legal 
operation  of  the  writ  of  execution  it- 
self, and  to  prevent  such  an  execution 
from  being  carried  into  effect  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors. 

In  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  the  defendants  pleaded, 
that  the  plaintiffs,  by  relation  of  their 
title  as  assignees  to  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, were  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  goods;  that  a  writ  of  fi. 
fa.  upon  a  judgment  was  directed  to 
the  defendants  as  sheriff;  and  that, 
before  the  fiat,  the  defendants  exe- 
cuted and  levied  execution  under  the 
writ  against  the  goods,  and  thereby 
committed  the  grievances,  &c.;  that 
the  execution  was  really  and  bona 
fide  executed  and  levied;  and  that  at 
the  time  of  executing  and  levying  it, 
neither  the  defendants  nor  the  execu- 
tion creditor  had  notice  of  a  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy. — Replication,  that 
before  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
against  the  bankrupts,  they  executed 
a  warrant  of  attorney,  upon  which 
judgment  was  entered  up,  and  that 
the  said  writ  of  fi.  fa.  was  issued  there- 
on; that  before  the  execution  of  the  fi. 
fa.,  and  the  entering  up  of  judgment 
thereon,  the  bankrupts  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy;  that  a  fiat  issued 
within  less  than  two  months  of  the 
execution  and  sale;  and  that  after  the 
fiat,  and  before  the  sale,  the  sheriff 
had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
and  fiat;  that  the  defendants  did 
afterwards,  and  after  the  issuing  of 
the  fiat,  and  after  notice  thereof,  sell 
and  dispose  of  the  goods,  which  is 
the  same  conversion  as  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned: — Held,  on  special 
demurrer  to  the  replication,  that  the 
words  "executed"  and  "levied" 
were  synonymous,  and  signified  a 
seizure  in  execution;  and  therefore 
that  the  replication  did  not  amount 
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of  die  rrisa.  ai  the  Qa<?en^  and  die 
nocice  was  widftoac  dace,  to  w^pear  in 
nest  EQLunr  Term.     Dne  <L  ^^ooidb^ 

2.  Wliere  a  (ieeknitiim  in  ejeetmenC 
ma  litxcfed  ia  die  C.  P^  boc  die 
iMtitt  was  Co  appear  in.  diis  eoorc 
die  Coovt  ilK&ied,  on  die  ohjectioa 
to  make  ahaoliite  a  raie 
jadpaent  a^ainat  die  casual  ejee- 
t&r,  boC  aviePHi  die  deSsndmat  to  en- 
ter an  aiwcafance.     Dae  d.  Kmomi«9 
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EVTOENCT. 

&e  CAum. 

TrrHB  CoxMrTATio^  Act,  2). 


Uwaimmfid  Copy  a/  Ceivr/  JUT. 

An  amaumed  ropgr  of  conrt  roQs  is 
ailmissible  in  efidence  to  prore  a  sor- 
rmder  of  copjEoId  lands^  witlioixt 
beio^  stamped,  the  pnmnoo  in  the 
Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  as  to 
copies  of  court  rolls,  appljin^  onlj  to 
sodi  copies  as  are  grren  o«t  and 
s^ied  hf  tlie  steward.  Doe  d.  Bmr- 
naea  t.  Freewun,  844 


EXECmOX. 
( 1 ).  Fieri  FacimM, 

1.  Notice  by  Flaiiktif  mot  to  execmiej 
Effect  of. 

In  an  action  aeainst  the  sheriff  for 
not  leirring,  and  for  a  fidse  retnm  of 
nolla  bona,  it  appeared  that  a  writ  of 
fi.fa.  was  issoed  bythe  plaiotiff  against 
the  goods  of  W.,  and  was  delirered  to 
the  sheriff  on  the  7th  of  Jane,  with  a 
direction  to  issne  the  warrant  imme- 
diatelj,  and  the  seizure  took  pbux  the 
daj  aherl  Prenooslv,  (on  the  1st  of 
June),  B.  had  deliTcred  a  writ  of  fi. 
&.  agaiost  W.  to  the  sheriff,  with  di- 
rections to  execute  it,  at  the  same 
time  suggesting  that  the  next  mom- 
iog  woold  be  the  best  time  for  the 


pnrpoae,  but  he  dU  not  order  the 
sheriff  to  mtnun  the  execntuo  JOk- 
dl  that  dme.  Snbaetmeathy  (W. 
ha:vTnc  oflered  hnn.  £50  to  staj  the 
execntion).  Bw  Terhalbr  deatired  the 
sheriil^  and  on  the  2nii  of  June  gSTe 
hoD  written  aodce.  noc  t»  execute  the 
writ  mitil  farther  oriecs*  The  £54> 
nnc  beinft  paid.  R.  requested  the  sheriff 
to  proceed,  and  die  hniOff' acconfiagiT 
enciEced,  but  fimiid  the  pJMwfHTs  bu- 
Ixff  in  pooBesBon.  The  sheriff  then 
said  the  goods,  paid  the  mooertoB^ 
and  returned  nulla  bona  to  the  plain- 
tiff's writ.  The  jurr  fbond  that  B.*s 
writ  was  in  l&e  first  mstanci 
to  be  esecntedr — HeLl,  that  the 
tiee  hr  B.  not  to  execute  the  writ 
ontxi  farther  order  was  e«{uiTalpst  to 
a  withdrawal  of  his  writ,  whirii  couU 
not  be  considered  as  m.  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff  to  he  exeemted^  within  the 
meaniBg  of  29  Car.  %  c  3,  s.  IS, 
untO  the  order  to  proceed;  and  there- 
fore that  the  plaiirtiff  was  entitied  to 
aTcrdict  llbr  the  amoaatleried.  Ewd 
T.  Hoofer^  6dl 

2.  Form  (^  Returm  cf  Fieri  FeeL 

A  return  to  a  IL  £i.,  that  the  sherif 
"  has  caused  to  he  setaed  divers  goods 
of  the  said  J.  G.,  the  wmime  wkmtfu 
to  kirn  umJtmottmy  which  remain  in  his 
hands  lor  want  of  hurers,'^  is  irrego- 
lar:  some  Tslne  must  be  stated.  B^tr- 
torn  T.  Gi//,  313 

(2).  Ca.  5«. 

Amtkority  of  Flmmtiff  to  camMter- 
mumd — PlemJimg* 

Trespass  for  false  imprisonment. — 
Flea,  justi^ing  the  trespass  imdera 
writ  of  ca.  sa.,  directed  to  the  defnad- 
ant  as  sheriff,  and  sued  out  hj  one  F. 
on  a  judgment  in  the  Qneen^s  Bench. 
Replicadon,  that  before  the  writ  was 
delivered  or  executed,  F.  rdeased  the 
debt,  <*and  gmre  notice  to  the  defend- 
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ant  of  the  release,  and  thereby  then 
discharged  and  forbad  the  defcndaut 
from  executing  the  said  writ."  Re- 
joinder, that  T.,  an  attorney  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  was  retained 
by  F.  to  prosecute  an  action  of  debt 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the 
now  plaintiff,  upon  the  terms,  that 
when  judgment  should  be  recovered 
therein,  the  said  T.,  as  such  attorney, 
should  have  a  lien  thereon  for  his  fees; 
that  judgment  had  been  recovered 
therein,  and  that,  while  the  fees  were 
unpaid,  and  before  the  making  of  the 
release,  it  was  corruptly  and  fraudu- 
lently agreed  between  the  now  plain- 
tiff and  F.,  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing T.  of  his  lien,  that  F.  should 
execute  a  release  of  the  judgment,  and 
that,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement, 
F.  executed  the  release  in  the  replica- 
tion mentioned  ;  that  afterwards,  the 
defendant,  having  notice  of  the  pre- 
mises, did,  at  the  request  of  T.,  as 
such  attorney,  execute  the  writ  in  the 
plea  mentioned,  and  committed  the 
trespass  modo  et  form&  : — Held^  on 
special  demurrer  to  the  rejoinder, 
that  an  attorney's  lien  on  a  judgment 
being  merely  a  claim  to  the  equitable 
interference  of  the  Court  to  have  the 
judgment  held  as  a  security  for  his 
costs,  he  has  no  authority  over  the 
execution  of  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  so  as  to 
carry  it  into  effect  against  the  order 
of  the  plaintiff,  even  though  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  should  collude  to 
deprive  him  of  his  lien. 

Ileld^  also,  that,  after  a  direction 
of  the  plaintiff  not  to  execute  a  writ 
of  ca.  sa.,  the  sheriff,  if  he  does  so, 
becomes  a  trespasser  ;  so  also,  if  he 
detain  the  defendant  afler  notice  from 
the  plaintiff  that  he  has  released  the 
debt. 

SembUy  that  the  replication  would 
have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer, 
for  not  shewing  unambiguously  that 
the  plaintiff  expressly  directed  the 
sheriff  not  to  execute  the  writ. 


Semble,  also,  that  the  rejoinder 
ought  to  have  averred  that  T.  signed 
the  roll  of  this  court,  in  pursuance  of 
the  Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45.  Barker 
V.  St.  Quintin,  44 1 


EXECUTOR  AND   ADMINI- 
STRATOR. 

See  Limitations,  Statute  of,  2. 

(1).  Assent  of  Executor  to  Legacy, 

The  assent  of  an  executor  to  a  be- 
quest is  not  a  matter  of  law,  but  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Mason 
V.  Farnell,  674 

(2).  On  what  Contracts  Executors  may 
sue  jointly. 

Under  a  written  authority  from  two 
of  three  executors  (who  alone  had 
proved  the  will)  C.  received  the  a- 
mount  of  certain  rents  due  from  the 
tenants  of  lands  in  which  the  testator 
had  a  term  of  years,  and  gave  a  receipt 
for  it,  in  the  name  and  on  account 
of  the  two  :  — Held,  that  the  three 
executors  could  not  jointly  sue  C.  for 
the  money,  unless  it  were  found  by 
the  jury  that  the  two  contracted  with 
him  on  account  of  themselves  and  the 
other  executor,  or  generally  on  account 
of  the  estate,  with  a  view  to  the  inter- 
ference of  the  co-executor,  in  case  he 
should  choose  to  take  a  part  in  the 
management  of  it.  Heath  v.  Chilton, 

632 

(3).  Riyht  of  Action  of  Executor  for 
Breach  of  Covenant  to  repair. 

The  executor  of  a  tenant  for  life 
may  recover  for  the  breach  of  a  cove- 
nant to  repair,  committed  by  the  les- 
see of  the  testator  in  his  lifetime, 
without  averring  a  damage  to  his  per- 
sonal estate.      Ricketts  v.   Weaver^ 

718 
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FACTORS'  ACT. 


INCLOSURE  ACT. 


(4).  Title  of  Administrator  to  we  on 
Contract  made  be/ore  Administra- 
tion granted. 

One  £.  P.  having  sent  a  quantity 
of  goods  to  Fernando  Po  for  sale,  died 
intestate;  and  after  bis  death  the  de- 
fendants purchased  the  goods  from 
the  agent  of  the  intestate  there,  who 
sold  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
testate's estate ;  subsequently  to  the 
sale,  the  plaintiff  took  out  letters  of 
administration  to  the  intestate,  and 
now  sued  the  defendants  for  the  price 
of  the  goods: — Held^  that  the  action 
was  maintainable ;  that  the  title  of  an 
adpninistrator,  though  it  does  not 
exist  until  the  grant  of  administra- 
tion, relates  back  to  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  so  as  to  entitle 
the  administrator  to  sue  in  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered;  and 
that,  as  the  act  of  the  agent  was  rati- 
fied by  the  plaintiff  after  he  became 
administrator,  it  was  no  objection  that 
the  intended  principal  was  unknown 
at  the  time  to  the  person  who  intend- 
ed to  be  the  agent.     Foster  v.  Bates, 
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FACTORS'  ACT. 

The  plaintiff,  a  manufacturer,  hav- 
ing consigned  goods  to  one  C,  who 
had  acted  as  his  agent,  C,  being  lia- 
ble together  with  the  defendant  on  a 
bill  of  exchange  which  had  become 
due,  obtained  from  the  defendant 
£300  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up 
the  bill,  and  at  the  same  time  depo- 
sited with  the  defendant  the  plain- 
tiff's goods.  The  plaintiff  having 
brought  trover  to  recover  back  the 
goods,  the  Judge  told  the  jury,  that,  if 
they  thought  the  transaction  was  only 
a  circuitous  mode  of  paying  the  bill 
on  which  the  defendant  was  liable,  it 
was  not  within  the  Factors'  Act,  5  & 
6  Vict.  c.  39,  s.  \  I—Held,  that  the 
direction  was  right,  and  that  the 
transaction  was  not  protected  by  the 
statute.    Learoyd  v.  Robinson,     745 


FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

Part  Acceptance. 

Where  an  order  is  given  for  goods, 
some  of  which  are  ready-made  at  the 
time  of  the  contract,  and  the  rest  are 
to  be  manufactured  according  to  order, 
and  the  goods  which  are  ready-made  are 
afterwards  delivered  and  paid  for,  the 
acceptance  of  them  is  a  part  acceptance 
of  the  whole,  to  satisfy  the  provisions 
of  the  Stotute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2, 
c.  3,  s.  17,  and  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14, 
8.  7,  as  the  whole  forms  one  entire 
contract.  Scott  v.  The  Eastern  Cawk^ 
ties  Railway  Company,  33 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 
See  Prisoner. 

HOLIDAYS. 
See  Process,  (2). 

HOUSE  OF  CORRECTION. 
See  Sureties  of  tub  Peace. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

See  Costs,  (I). 
Witness,  (I). 

Coverture  of  Plaintiff,  how  pleadable. 

The  coverture  of  the  plaintiff  can- 
not be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  of 
covenant  on  a  deed  made  between  the 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff;  it  is  mat- 
ter for  a  plea  in  abatement  only. 
Bendix  v.  Wakeman,  97 

INCLOSURE  ACT. 

Validity  of  Commissioners^   Award, 
how  far  presumed. 

An  inclosure  act  authorized  the 
commissioners  therein  named  to  di- 
vert or  stop  up  any  old  road,  public 
or  private,  leading  between  or  over 


INFORMATION. 
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any  of  the  old  inclosures  within  the 
district  to  which  the  act  applied  ; 
with  a  proviso  that  no  such  road 
should  he  stopped  up  without  the 
concurrence  and  order  of  two  justices 
of  the  peace  for  the  district.  The 
commissioners,  by  their  award,  "in 
pursuance  of  the  powers  and  autho- 
rities vested  in  them  by  the  said  act, 
and  by  the  concurrence  and  order  of 
&c.  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  acting  in  and  for  &c.," 
stopped  up  a  certain  public  footpath 
in  the  district.  No  order  of  justices 
was  to  be  found  in  the  place  of  depo- 
sit mentioned  in  the  act  for  the  award 
and  other  documents  relating  thereto: 
— Held,  that  the  award  itself,  and 
the  statement  therein  contained,  was 
sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  that 
the  road  had  been  duly  stopped  up 
by  the  concurrence  and  order  of  two 
justices,  the  subsequent  enjoyment 
not  being  shewn  to  be  inconsistent 
with  the  award.  Manning  v.  The 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company, 
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INFORMATION. 
See  Smuggling  Act. 

Information  in   rem — Allegation  of 
Time  of  Cause  of  Seizure, 

An  information  in  rem  stated,  that 
certain  officers  of  customs,  after  the 
9th  July,  1842,  (the  date  of  the  pass- 
ing of  Stat.  .5  &  6  Vict.  c.  47),  and 
before  the  2nd  of  November,  1842, 
(the  day  of  filing  the  information),  to 
wit,  on  the  30th  of  August,  1842,  at 
&c.,  did  seize  and  arrest,  to  the  use  of 
her  Majesty,  as  forfeited,  a  large 
quantity  of  foreign  wines,  &c. ;  for 
that,  before  the  said  2nd  day  of  No- 
vember, and  before  the  30M  day  of 
August,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of 
August,  one  T.  S.,  at  &c.,  entered 
for  exportation  from  Great  Britain  to 


parts  beyond  the  seas  the  said  large 
quantity  of  foreign  wines,  and  then 
and  there  entered  the  same  for  draw- 
back, with  intent  to  obtain  the  amount 
of  the  drawback  payable  and  allowable 
by  law  in  respect  of  goods,  &c.,  of  the 
denomination  under  which  the  said 
wines  were  entered  for  exportation 
and  drawback  ;  and  that  after  the 
said  entry  of  the  said  wines,  and  be- 
fore the  said  2nd  day  of  November, 
and  before  the  30M  day  of  August^ 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said, the  said  A.  R.  &  R.  C,  being 
the  proper  officers  of  customs  in  that 
behalf,  examined  the  said  wines,  to 
see  if  they  were  of  the  value  by  law 
required  for  the  drawback;  and  the 
said  officers  then  and  there  found,  on 
such  examination,  that  the  said  wines 
were  of  less  value  than  the  amount  of 
the  drawback  payable  and  allowable 
by  law,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute,  whereby  they  became  and 
were  forfeited. 

At  the  trial,  it  appeared  that  the 
entry  of  the  wines  for  exportation, 
and  the  seizure  by  the  officers,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  entry,  took  place  on 
the  30th  of  August.  On  motion  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on 
the  ground  of  variance  between  the 
proof  and  the  information  —  Held, 
that  there  was  no  variance,  for  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  make  a  direct 
allegation  in  the  information,  that  the 
cause  of  forfeiture  took  place  before 
the  seizure  ;  and  that,  if  the  allega- 
tion, that  the  cause  of  seizure  was 
before  the  30M  of  August,  were  omit- 
ted, the  information  woiUd  be  suffi- 
cient. The  Attorney 'GenertdN.  Clerc^ 
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INSOLVENT  ACT. 

Duty  of  Insolvent  to  insert  Debts  in 
Schedule, 

A  declaration  in  covenant  stated. 
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INSURANCE.  INTERPLEADER. 

I   (2).  Contlnmtion  of  Ruin  of  Itu^r- 

I  anee  Society. 

The  rules  of  &n  inBuraoce  as*od*- 

I  tion  provided,  that,  "should  sny 
Tessel  entering  the  ftssociatioQ  pro- 
ceed oa  an  Americtin  voyage,  her  in- 
surance Bhould  eeate."  Another  rule 
nas,  that  the  managinit  underwriten 
should  survey  each  ship  insured,  ia 
hull  and  materials,  once  a  year,  with- 
out distinction,  and  order  such  stores 

,  and  repairs  as  they  might  deem  ne- 
cessary, which  stores  must  be  got  and 
repsirs  done,  on  due  notice  being 
given,  otherwise  the  ship  thmdd  not 
be  iiuured.     The  policies  were  all  to 

I  be  time  policiea  for  one  year: — BeU, 


that  the  plaintiff,  having  mortgaged 
certain  land  of  which  he  was  pos- 
sessed, to  secure  the  payment  of£IOO 
and  interest,  sold  the  same  to  the 
defendant,  subject  to  the  mortgage, 
and  to  the  payment  of  the  £100  and 
interest;  tnat  the  defendant  cove- 
nanted to  pay  the  same,  and  to  keep 
the  plaintiff  harmless  and  indemnified 
from  the  payment  thereof,  and  all 
costs  occasioned  by  the  non-payment 
thereof.  Breach,  that  the  defendant 
bad  not  paid  the  £100  and  interest 
to  the  mortgagee.  Plen,  that,  before 
the  plaintiff  was  called  upon  to  pay 
the  £100  and  interest,  the  plaintiff 
petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court  for  hia 
discharge,  but  did  not  insert  the  said 
debt  of  £100  in  bis  schedule,  and 
that  his  liability  to  pay  the  mortgagee 
arose  solely  in  consequence  of  his 
wrongful  omission  to  insert  the  debt 
in  his  schedule.  A  verdict  having 
been  found  for  the  defendant  on  that 
fits—Held,  that  the  plea  was  bad, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 
Jllard  V.  Kimberley,  410 

INSURANCE  (LIFE). 
See  Composition    DtED. 


INSURANCE  (MARINE). 

See  Pleading,  III,  (I). 

(I).  InlereH  of  Pledgee  in  Policy. 

Where  the  consignee  of  goods 
pledges  the  bill  of  lading  with  another 
person  as  a  security  for  advances  made 
by  him,  and  upon  an  agreement  that 
the  consignee  shall  effect  an  insur- 
ance on  the  goods  for  the  benefit  of 
the  pledgee,  and  deposit  the  policy 
with  him,  the  pledgee  may  sue  on  the 
policy  in  his  own  name.  Sutherland 
V.  Pratt,  J  6 


that  the  effect  of  not  complying  with 
an  order  of  the  managing  underwriters 
wv.  that  the  ship  must  be  considered 
unseaworthy,  and  the  policy  of  insu- 
rance, which  had  before  been  effected 
on  her,  void.    Stewart  v.  fFiUvn,  U 


INTERPLE.iDER. 

(1).  To  what  Claims  applicable. 

A  party  cannot  obtain  reUef  under 
the  Interpleader  Act,  I  8c  2  Will.  4, 
c.  58,  s.  I,  where  be  has  incurred  a 
personal  liability  to  either  of  the  con- 
tending parties. 

Scmble,  a  foreigner,  residing  abroad, 
cannot  be  compelled  to  come  in  un- 
der the  Interpleader  Act.  Patomi  v. 
Campbell,  2/7 

('2).  Juritdiction  of  Judge  at  CKawt- 
bere  ia. 

Where  a  judge  at  chambers  disposes 
summarily  of  an  interpleader  ordrr, 
by  consent  of  the  parties,  under  the 
1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  and  1  &  2  Vict, 
c.  45,  s.  2,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  review  bis  decision.  Short' 
ridge  v.  Toung,  5 


JOINT-STOCK  BANKING  COMPANY. 
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JOINT-STOCK  BANKING  COM- 
PANY. 

See  Pleading,  II. 
Special  Jvky. 
Witness.  (I). 
JpptHKiment  of  Public  Officer — De- 
termination of  hit  Office  by  Bank- 
ruptcy. 

The  office  of  public  registered  oF- 
ficer  of  a  banking  co- partnership  not 
being  an  annual  office,  a  person  once 
appointed  to  such  an  office  is  pre- 
sumed to  continue  in  it  until  the  con- 
trary be  shewn  ;  and  therefore  a  return 
made  to  the  Stamp  Office,  in  March, 
19-11,  verified  by  affidavit,  stating  a 
person  to  be  a  public  officer  of  the 
company,  was  held  to  be  evidence  of 
bis  being  so  in  November,  18^2. 

A  copy  of  such  return,  certified  by 
a  commissioner  of  stamps,  under  the 
6th  section  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  is  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  slated  in  it,  and  it 
is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  af- 
fidavit annexed  to  the  return  was 
made  by  the  public  officer. 

A  deed  conslituting  a  banking  co- 
partnership contained  a  stipulation, 
that,  if  any  of  the  public  officers 
shoidd  become  bankrupt,  he  should 
be  disqualified,  and  his  office  become 
vacant:— //e/rf,  that  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  clause  was,  not  that 
the  party  should  cease  to  be  a  public 
officer  absolutely,  but  at  the  election 
of  the  company.  Steward  v.  Dunn, 
655 

(2).  CmttruetionofDeed  of  Settlement 
—Action  for  CalU. 
By  the  deedof  settlemeut  of  a  joint- 
stock  company,  made  between  the 
several  parties  whose  names  were  or 
should  be  inserted  in  a  schedule 
thereto,  and  who  had  executed  or 
should  from  time  to  time  execute,  the 
deed  (except  the  plaintifl^)  of  the  one 
part,  and  the  plaintiffs  of  the  other; 
reciting  that  the  aeveral  persons  par- 


tics  thereto  had  agreed  to  raise  a 
capital  of  £50,000  by  a  contribution 
in  shares  of  £500  each,  for  the 
purposes  therein  mentioned,  subject 
to  the  covenants  thereinafter  con- 
tained, and  that  every  of  tlie  persons 
parties  thereto  had  contributed  to- 
wards the  sflid  capital  of  £50,000  the 
aum  of  £125  in  respect  of  every 
share  subscribed  for  or  allotted  to 
him  :  the  parties  mutually  covenanted 
with  each  other  that  the  aeveral  per- 
sons parties  thereto,  and  the  several 
other  persons  who  should  become 
shareholders  as  thereinatler  mention- 
ed, should,  while  holding  shares  in 
the  capital  of  the  company,  be  and 
continue,  until  dissolved  imder  the 
provision  thereinafter  contained,  a 
partnership  or  company,  by  the  name 
of  &c.,  for  the  purposes  and  upon  the 
terms  and  conditions  thereinafter  ex- 
pressed. Among  these  were  the  fol- 
lowing'.^That  the  capital  of  the  com- 
pany should  consist  of  the  aforesaid 
sum  of  £50,000,  agreed  to  be  raised 
in  shares  of  £500  each,  with  power  to 
the  directors,  with  the  concurrence  of 
a  general  meeting,  to  augment  or  di- 
minish the  capital  by  the  means 
therein  mentioned:  that  the  directors 
should,  at  a  meeting  of  their  board, 
called  at  a  certain  time  before  the 
next  and  every  subsequent  general 
meeting,  declare  what,  if  any,  dividend 
should  be  made  among  the  share- 
holders at  such  general  meeting  next 
following :  that  notwithstanding  in- 
stalments on  the  shares  of  the  said 
capital  of  £50,000,  of  £125  per  share, 
should  have  been  paid  or  provided 
for,  the  remaining  £375  per  share 
should  be  payable  by  the  holder  to 
the  directors,  in  such  sums,  not  ex- 
ceeding £125  per  share  at  one  pay- 
ment, at  such  times,  &c.,  as  the  direc- 
tors at  an  extraordinary  hoard,  &c., 
should  appoint;  and,  that  notwith- 
standing any  person  who  had  there- 
tofore applied  for  any  ahsre  in  the 


892  LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 


capital  of  the  company,  or  had  or 
might  hecome  a  subscriber  thereto^ 
had  refused  or  neglected,  or  should 
refuse  or  neglect,  to  pay  his  subscrip- 
tion or  any  part  thereof,  or  should 
refuse  or  neglect  to  execute  the  deed, 
and  notwithstanding  the  entire  num- 
ber of  shares  should  not  be  subscribed 
for  on  or  before  the  execution  thereof, 
yet  the  deed,  and  the  provisions 
therein  contained,  should  be  Talid  and 
effectual: — Held^  that,  although  the 
entire  capital  of  £50,000  had  not 
been  subscribed  for,  the  parties  who 
had  executed  the  deed  were  liable  to 
the  payment  of  the  calls  made  by  the 
directors  on  the  £375  per  share  re- 
maining unpaid.   Uutt  y,  Giles,  492 

JUDGMENT 

J/ier   Defendant's    Deaths   when 
Lands  bound  by. 

"Where  a  party  dies  after  verdict 
and  before  judgment,  his  lands  are 
bound  in  the  hands  of  his  heir  by  a 
judgment  entered  up  within  two  terms 
after  verdict,  under  1 7  Car.  2,  c.  8, 
s.  1.     Saunders  \,  M*Gowran,     221 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Pleading,  I,  (2). 

(1).  Implied  Contract /or  Fitness  of 
Land  demised  for  Purpose  for 
which  taken. 

On  a  demise  of  land  or  the  vesture 
of  land  (as  the  eatage  of  a  field)  for  a 
specific  term  at  a  certain  rent,  there 
is  no  implied  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  that  it  shall  be  fit  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  taken. 

Therefore,  where  A.  agreed  in  writ- 
ing to  take  the  eatage  of  twenty-four 
acres  of  land  from  B.,  for  seven 
months,  at  a  rent  of  £40,  and  stocked 
the  land  with  beasts,  several  of  which 
died  a  few  days  afterwards,  from  the 


effect  of  a  poisonous  subatttnoe  which 
had  accidentally  been  spread  over  the 
field  without  B.'s  knowledge: — Held, 
that  A.  was  not  entitled  therefore  to 
throw  up  the  land,  bot  continued 
liable  for  the  whole  rent.  Suiim  v. 
Temple,  52 

(2).  Implied  Contract  for  Habitable' 
ness  of  House. 

Debt. — ^The  declaration  stated,  that 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let  to  the  defend- 
ant a  house  and  garden  ground,  with 
the  use  of  the  fixtures  therein,  for  the 
term  of  three  years,  at  a  rent  payable 
quarterly,  the  tenant  to  preserve  the 
messuage  and  premises  in  good  and 
tenantable  repair;  by  virtue  of  which 
the  defendant  entered  and  continued 
in  possession  until  a  quarter*s  rent 
accrued  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
agreement.  Plea,  that  the  hoiuse  was 
demised  to  the  defendant  for  the  par- 
pose  of  his  inhabiting  the  same,  but 
that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
agreement,  and  also  when  the  defend- 
ant entered,  and  from  thence  until 
and  at  the  time  of  his  quitting  and 
abandoning  the  possession  of  the 
same,  it  was  not  in  a  fit  state  or  coa- 
dition  for  habitation,  but  in  that  state 
that  the  defendant  could  not  reason- 
ably inhabit  or  dwell  therein,  or  have 
any  beneficial  occupation  of  the  same, 
by  reason  of  the  same  being  greatly 
infested  with  bugs,  and  not  by  reason 
of  any  act  or  default  of  the  defendant; 
and  that  before  the  rent  or  any  part 
of  it  became  due,  he  quitted  the  pos- 
session, and  gave  notice  thereof  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  ceased  all  further 
occupation  of  the  same,  and  derived 
no  benefit  therefrom  ;  and  that  from 
the  commencement  of  the  term  until 
his  so  quitting,  he  had  no  beneficial 
use  or  occupation  of  the  same.  The 
jury  having  found  for  the  defendant 
on  the  issue  raised  by  this  plea: — 
Held,  on  motion  for  judgment  noD 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.    LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.  893 


obstante  veredicto,  that  the  plea  was 
no  answer  to  the  action,  inasmuch  as 
the  law  implied  no  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  lessor,  that  the  house  was 
at  the  time  of  the  demise,  or  should 
be  at  the  commencement  of  the  term, 
in  a  reasonably  fit  state  and  condition 
for  habitation. 

Secondly,  that  the  demise  being  of 
a  house  and  garden  ffroundy  in  order 
to  make  the  plea  good,  it  must  be 
held  that,  if  a  house  be  taken  for 
habitation,  and  land  for  occupation, 
by  the  same  lease,  there  is  such  an 
implied  contract  for  the  fitness  of  the 
house  for  habitation  as  that  its  breach 
would  authorize  the  tenant  to  give  up 
both.     But  held. 

Thirdly,  that  there  is  no  implied 
warranty  on  a  lease  of  a  house,  or  of 
land,  that  it  is  or  shall  be  reasonably 
fit  for  habitation,  occupation,  or  cul- 
tivation ;  and  that  there  is  no  con- 
tract, still  less  a  condition,  implied  by 
law  on  the  demise  of  real  property 
only,  that  it  is  fit  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  let. 

Qusere  whether,  if  there  were  such 
a  contract  or  condition  implied  by  law, 
generally,  it  would  be  implied  in  a 
case  where  the  tenant  agrees  to  pre^ 
serve  the  premises  in  tenantable  con- 
dition.    Hari  v.  Windsor,  68 

(3).  Construction  of  Agreement  be- 
tween— Agreement  or  Lease — 
Stamp — Bankruptcy  hy  procuring 
Execution, 

The  following  document  was  ^^/c/ to  be 
a  mere  agreement  for  a  future  tenan- 
cy, not  an  actual  demise,  and  there- 
fore properly  stamped  with  a  £1 
stamp: — "  Memorandum  of  an  agree- 
ment entered  into  this  3 1st  January, 
1840,  between  R.  B.  of  the  one  part, 
and  T.  J.  of  the  other  part.  The 
said  T.  J.  hereby  agrees  to  become 
the  tenant  of  G.  farm,  at  the  custom- 
ary time  of  entry,  under  the  following 


conditions ;  viz.,  that  the  sum  of 
£260  annual  rent  shall  be  paid  at  the 
usual  time  for  the  house,  premises, 
and  lands,  as  agreed  upon  ;  and  the 
said  R.  B.  agrees  to  lay  out  in  the 
improvement  and  alterations  of  the 
farm-house  and  new  sheds  a  sum  not 
exceeding  £200,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  spars  for  rafters  shall  be 
found  from  the  estate  ;  cartage  of  all 
materials,  except  stones  for  walls,  to 
be  done  or  found  by  T.  J.  (Signed) 
R.  B.,  T.  J. 

Held,  also,  that  this  agreement  did 
not  necessarily  import,  in  point  of  law, 
that  the  year's  rent  was  to  be  payable 
at  the  end  of  the  year  from  the  time 
of  entry ;  but  that  it  might  be  shewn 
from  the  contemporaneous  or  subse- 
quent dealings  of  the  parties,  that 
their  understanding  was  that  the  rent 
should  become  payable  at  an  earlier 
period. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the 
customary  time  of  entry  on  farms  in 
the  neighbourhood  was  the  12th  of 
May  ;  and  that  the  rents  on  the 
estate  of  which  G.  farm  was  a  part, 
were  always  reserved  payable  at 
Michaelmas,  the  audit  day  being  in 
January.  T.  J.  entered  on  the  ^rm 
in  the  spring  of  1 840,  and  continued 
in  possession  until  1842.  In  May, 
1842,  he  owed  an  arrear  of  rent 
amounting  to  £160,  and  on  the  press- 
ing application  of  his  landlord,  exe- 
cuted a  warrant  of  attorney  for  £420, 
the  amount  of  that  arrear  and  of  the 
current  year's  rent,  upon  the  under- 
standing that  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  up  thereon,  and  a  fi.  fa.  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff,  but  that  it  was 
not  to  be  executed  unless  other  writs 
against  T.  J.  came  to  the  sheriffs 
hands.  In  October,  1842,  application 
was  again  made  to  T.  J.  for  payment 
of  rent,  he  being  expressly  informed 
that  another  year's  rent  had  then  be- 
come due ;  and  on  that  occasion  he 
paid  a  sum  on  account,  and  undertook 
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LEASE. 


to  pay  the  remainder  before  the 
Christmas  following.  In  November, 
1842,  other  writs  against  T.  J.  having 
come  to  the  sheriff's  hands,  the  fi.  fa. 
issued  upon  the  judgment  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  executed :  — 

Ileldy  first,  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances there  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
year's  rent  became  payable  at  Michael- 
mas. 

Secondly,  that  the  giving  of  the 
warrant  of  attorney  under  the  above 
circumstances  was  not  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  T.  J.,  as  a  procuring  of 
his  goods  to  be  taken  in  execution. 
Gore  Y.  JUoyd,  463 

LEASE. 

See   Landlord  and  Tenant. 

( 1 ).  Under  Power,  Execution  of. 

A  testator  by  his  will  empowered 
his  devisee  for  life  of  real  estate  to 
demise  and  lease  for  twenty-one  years, 
"so  as  upon  such  lease  there  were 
reserved  and  made  payable,  during 
the  continuance  thereof,  the  best  im- 
proved yearly  rent  that  could  reason- 
ably be  had  for  the  same,  without 
taking  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  by 
way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect 
of  such  lease  or  leases,  and  that  in 
every  such  lease  there  should  be  con- 
tained a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non- 
payment." In  exercise  of  this  power, 
a  lease  was  made  for  twentv-one 
years,  to  hold  from  the  11th  of 
October,  1833,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
£903,  payable  by  equal  half-yearly 
payments,  viz.,  on  the  6th  April  and 
on  the  1 1  th  October  in  every  year, 
except  the  last  half-jear*s  rent,  which 
was  thereby  reser\'ed  and  agreed  to 
be  paid  on  the  \st  of  AvL^uit  next  6e- 
fore  the  determination  of  the  term : — 

Held,  in  Dom.  Proc.,  (by  Lord 
Lyndhur%t,  C,  Lord  Brougham,  and 


Lord  Campbell;  Parke,  B.,  Williami, 
J.,  Coieridge^  J.,  Mamie,  J.,  Rolfe, 
B^  and  ff'igktmam,  J.;  disacDtientibos 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  Paiieaom^  J^  and 
Coitman,  J.\  that  this  lease  was  a 
valid  execution  of  the  power  :  revers- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Exchei^aer 
Cliamber,  and  affirming  that  of  the 
Ck)urt  of  Exchequer.  RuiloMd  v.  Dte 
d.  fFythe,  355 

(2).  Agreement  for  Cfrani  of— State- 
ment of  dmaideratum. 

The  declaration  stmted,  that  it  wis 
agreed  between  the  plaintiff'  and  the 
defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  should 
purchase  of  the  defendant  certain 
house  and  shop  fixtures,  specified  in 
a  certain  inventory,  for  i&150;  that 
£125  should  be  paid  on  taking  pos- 
session, and  the  remaider  of  the  par- 
chase-money  by  three  bills  of  ex- 
change ;  that  the  defendant  should 
grant,  and  the  plaintiff  should  tike,  a 
lease  of  the  messuage  for  twenty^ODc 
years,  at  the  rent  of  £60.  The  d^ 
claration  then  averred,  that  the  plain- 
tiff tendered  to  the  defendant  for  exe- 
cution an  instrument  in  the  form  of  a 
lease,  which,  after  it  should  have  been 
executed  by  the  defendant,  would 
have  become  such  a  lease  as  was  so 
agreed  to  be  granted  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff,  llie  defendant 
traversed  this  averment.  The  inden- 
ture tendered  by  the  plaintiff  stated, 
that,  as  well  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  £150  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant,  as  of  the  yearly  rent, 
covenants,  &c.,  the  defendant  had 
demised  and  leased  all  that  messuage, 
&c. : — Held,  that  the  consideratiou 
was  not  truly  stated,  and  therefore 
that  the  instrument  was  not  such  a 
lease  as  was  agreed  to  be  granted  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  Toa- 
hoUen  v.  Knowlea,  602 


LIMITATIONS,  STAT.  OF. 

(3).  Stamp. 
An  instrDtnent,  which  operated  as 
a  Irase,  reserved  a  rent  of  £50,  but 
contained  a  stipnlation  that  the  land- 
lord should  insure  the  premises  for 
£1000,  Bud  that  the  premiums  of  in- 
surance should  be  added  to  the  rent 
of  £A0,  and  become  due  and  payable 
in  like  mSDaer  as  the  rent  : —  Held, 
that  this  was  not  a  "  deed  not  other- 
wise charged,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  tit.  "Deed," 
but  was  properly  stamped  with  an  ad 
valorem  lease  stamp  of  I /.  10<.,  as  on 
a  rent  exceeding  £'iO  and  not  exceed- 
ing £100;  and  that,  if  the  premiums 
of  insurance,  added  to  the  rent,  exceed- 
ed £100,  it  lay  upon  the  party  seek- 
ing to  impeach  the  instrument  to  shew 
that  they  did  so.    WHton  v.  Smith,  1 

LIEN. 
See  Money  had  and  Received. 
LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF, 

(1).  Aeknatoledgment,  what  tuffieient 
wilhi*. 
T.  L.  being  the  holder  for  value  of 
certain  promissory  notes  made  hy  the 
defendant,  and  being  indebted  to  the 
defendant  and  J.  D.,  as  executors,  in 
a  greater  amount,  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween them  that  the  amount  of  the 
notes  should  be  set  off  against  and 
satisfied  hy  the  same  amount  of  T.L.'a 
debt.  On  that  occasion  the  defend- 
ant gave  to  T.  L.  a  paper,  in  which 
the  amonnts  of  the  several  notes,  and 
the  interest  thereon,  were  enumerated, 
at  the  foot  of  which  the  defendant 
wrote  as  follows :  — "  8th  June,  1 842, 
Approved  due  to  T.  L.— W.  Davis." 
T.  L.  retained  possession  of  the  notes, 
and  afterwards  indorsed  them  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  value.  In  an  action  hy 
the  plaintiffs,  as  indorsees,  against 
the  defendant  as  the  maker  of  these 
notes — Held,  that  the  paper  so  aign- 
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ed  by  the  defendant  wns  not  such  an 
acknowledgment  in  writing  as  to  de- 
feat a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, inasmuch  as,  coupling  it  with 
the  evidence,  no  promite  to  pay  the 
debt  could  be  inferred  from  it. 

Quirrr,  whether  a  promise  in  writ- 
ing, given  by  the  maker  of  a  promis- 
sory note  to  the  payee,  can  he  made 
available  to  defeat  the  SUtute  of 
Limitations,  in  an  action  by  a  subse- 
quent party  to  the  note.  Crippt  t. 
DavU,  ,  159 


To  an  action  by  the  payee  of  a 
promissory  note  for  £300,  against 
the  defendants,  as  surviving  executora 
of  William  P.,  the  maker,  the  plain- 
tiff, to  uke  the  case  out  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,  proved  that  bs 
had  been  supplied  by  JotepA  P.,  the 
deceased  executor,  with  malt  and 
other  articles,  and  he  put  in  evidence 
an  account  between  them,  signed  as 
follows: — "Settled,  Joseph  P.  ;"  on 
one  side  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
charged  with  various  quantities  of 
malt,  and  on  the  other  side  had 
credit  for  payments ;  there  beings 
amongst  others,  the  following  item :  — 
"To  one  year's  interest,  £15:" — 
Held,  that  this  settlement  of  account 
was  evidence  of  payment  of  the  £15 
by  Joseph  P.,  hut  not  in  his  represen- 
tative character. 

Semble,  per  Parke,  B.,  that  pay- 
ment hy  one  executor  will  not  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions as  against  a  co-executor.  Scko- 
ley  V.  Walton,  510 

MARKET. 

Right  of  Grantee  to  prevent  Sale  in 

Private  Shopi, 

The  grant  of  a  market  does  not  of 

itself  imply  a  right  in  the  grantee  to 


Wd 

be  dlvwed;  ikn  he  sbookl 
to  W.  and  tbe  she- 
liff;  tliat  he  was  to  musiv  hhpvH'  m% 
to  the  oomctens  of  the  Mnoam  of 
the  ficB  br  eummatioD  of  the  doeo- 
■leots;  mod  that,  if  all  the  parties 
iotcivstcd  eoBseotcd  to  an  immediate 
tale  of  the  malt,  the  midersbenff 
might  at  onoe  caose  it  to  he  sold,  in 
the  mode  most  likd j  to  realiie  the 
best  priee,  either  bj  aoction,  or  br 
allowing  W.  to  dispose  of  it  in  the 
maiicet.  At  that  time  the  case  of  the 
Att.'Gtn.yr.  TrwtmoMj  (in  whidi  it  was 
held  that,  onder  soch  circomstanoeSy 
the  lien  of  the  Crown  prerailed  over 
that  of  the  fiictor),  had  not  been  de- 
cided.   In  punoaaee  of  this  letter. 


MONEY  PAID. 
See  PnixciPAi.  axd  8c 


MOBTMAIX    ACT. 


tnres  of  lease  aod  rcfease,  ooBTnpcd 
lands  to  C.  npoa  trast  that  he  mifht 
convcT  the  same  to  certain 
therein  named,  npon  snch 
appeared  and  were  <Tprrasrd  and  de- 
clared bj  an  indenture  of  bar^gain  and 
sale  already  prepared,  and  intmdrd 
to  bear  date  the  da j  Mlawing,  wbieb 
lease  was  sobaeqaoitlT  rwruled,  and 
the  tniats  declared  were  for 


CORPORATION  ACT. 


PARTICULARS  OF  DEMAND.  897 


charitable  purposes: — Held,  that  the 
deeds  of  lease  and  release,  not  having 
been  attested  by  two  witnesses,  were 
Toid  under  the  Mortmain  Act,  although 
the  bargain  and  sale  declaring  the 
uses  was  duly  attested  and  inrolled 
pursuant  to  the  act.  Doe  dem.  Bar- 
bour Y.  Munro,  845 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION 

ACT. 

Debt /or  Penalties  under  5^6  Will,  4, 
c.  76,  s.  28. 

In  debt  to  recover  a  penalty  under 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  the  declaration  stated, 
that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
offence  &c.,  the  defendant  claimed  to 
be  councillor  of  the  borough  of  Lich- 
field, and  that,  before  and  at  &c.,  he 
had  become  disqualified  to  hold  the 
office  of  councillor,  by  having  a  share 
and  interest  of  and  in  a  certain  con- 
tract with  the  council  of  the  said  bo- 
rough, to  wit,  an  indenture,  dated  the 
20th  of  May,  1841,  whereby  the  mayor, 
&c.,  demised  to  one  J.  K.  a  certain 
mill  for  seven  years,  from  the  25th  of 
March,  1841;  and  the  defendant,  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  committing 
the  said  offence,  had  become  and  was 
interested  in  the  said  lease ;  yet  the 
defendant  not  regarding,  &c.,  after 
he  had  become  so  disqualified  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  Fe- 
bruary, 1842,  acted  as  councillor  of 
the  said  horouzh:— Held,  on  motion 
in  arrest  of  judgment,  first,  that, 
although  the  53rd  section  of  the  act 
enacts  that  no  action  shall  be  brought 
except  by  a  burgess  of  the  borough, 
it  was  not  necessary  to  state  in  the 
declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  a 
burgess  of  the  borough. 

Held,  secondly,  that  it  sufficiently 
appeared  from  the  declaration,  both 
that  the  defendant  acted  as  a  coun- 
cillor, and  that  the  corporation  were 


interested  in  the  lease  at  the  time  of 
the  offence. 

The  28th  section  of  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  disqualifies  from  holding  the 
office  of  councillor  any  one  who  "  by 
himself  or  his  partners"  shall  have 
any  share  or  interest  in  any  contract 
or  employment  with,  by,  or  on  behalf 
of  the  council.  A  lease  having  been 
granted  by  the  mayor,  &c.,  of  the  bo- 
rough to  J.  R.,  who  was  trustee  for 
the  defendant: — Held,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  to  the  penalty  im- 
posed by  the  5drd  section  of  the  act, 
on  any  one  acting  as  a  councillor  after 
he  has  become  disqualified.  Simpson 
V.  Ready,  736 

NEW  TRIAL, 

Motion  for,  after  first  four  Days  of 

Term. 

Where,  on  account  of  the  pressure 
of  business,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
&c.,  cannot  be  heard  within  the  first 
four  days  of  term,  and  the  case  is  put 
down  in  the  list  of  reserved  motions, 
notice  of  that  fact  should  be  given  to 
the  opposite  party,  or  he  will  be  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  signing  judg- 
ment, if  he  proceeds  to  do  so.  Em- 
blin  V.  Dartnell,  830 

NUL  TIEL  RECORD. 
See  Costs,  (5). 

OVERSEERS. 

See  Churchwardens  and  Over- 
seers. 

PARTICULARS  OF  DEMAND. 

(1).  Constitution  of 

In  an  action  by  the  payee  against 
the  defendant  as  the  maker  of  a  pro- 
missory note,  dated  the  28th  of  June, 
1837>  the  plaintiff  in  his  particulars 
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PARTNERSHIP. 


siiTe  credit  for  payment  of  ihree  jean' 
interest  on  acconnt.  It  appeared  that 
the  note  was  actoallj  made  in  1839  : 
— Held,  that  the  interest  for  which 
credit  was  given  was  to  be  computed 
from  1837,  and  not  from  1639. 
CheetAam  t.  Siwtevanl,  S 1 5 


tioo,  "With  whom  did  yon  dealT" 
bat  that  the  proper  inqnirr  was  as  to 
the  acU  done.     Btrnf^  r.  SmutA, 


(1).  Liability  of  Lieeiuee  o/. 

Assumpsit  for  the  price  of  a  license 
(2).  Efeeto/Admitnimo/PaymenU   I  granted  by  the  pUintiff  to  the  defend- 
">■  I  ant  to  use  an  inrention  for  a  patent 

furnace.  The  plaintiff  having  obtained 
the  patent,  granted  tlie  defeodants  a 
license,  which  was  in  writing,  but  not 
under  seal,  to  use  the  patent,  and 
the  defendants,  having  received  the 
license,  kept  it,  and  used  the  io- 
vention,  but  when  c«Ued  upon  to  pay 
the  price  agreed  upon,  objected  to 
pay  for  it,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  void,  as  not  being  under  seal. 
By  the  terms  of  the  letters  patent, 
all  persons  were  commanded  not  to 
"  make,  uw,  or  put  in  pr«cliee  the 
said  invention,  or  any  part  of  the 
same,  nor  in  anywise  counterfeit,  imi- 
tate, or  resemble  the  same,  nor  make, 
or  cause  to  be  maiJe,  any  addition 
thereunto  or  subtraction  from  the 
same,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  or 
themselves  to  be  the  inventor  or  in- 
ventors, deviser  or  devisers  thereof, 
without  the  license,  consent,  or  agree- 
ment of  the  said  J.  C,  (the  patentee), 
his  executors,  &c.,  in  writing,  under 
his  or  their  hands  and  seals,  first  h*d 
and  obtained,"  upon  pain  of  a  con- 
tempt of  the  royal  command,  and  of 
being  answerable  to  the  plaintiff  in 
damages: — Held,  first,  that  the  de- 
fendants, having  obtained  the  license 
they  had  bargained  for,  and  kept  it, 
were  bound  to  pay  for  it;  and  secondly, 
that  the  license  was  not  void  as  not 
being  under  seal.  Chanter  t.  De»- 
hunt.  823 

(2).  DiKlnmer—SnmA  Plen. 

In  an  action  for  the  infrtngnnent 

of  a  patent,  to  which  a  'li'flnimfr  as 


Where  a  plaintiff,  in  his  particulars 
of  demand,  admits  s  payment  gene- 
rally,—a*  thns,  "Cr.  by  bills,  £1500" 
— this  is  to  be  taken  as  a  payment 
admitted  to  have  been  made  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant.  Smethurat 
T.  Tm/hr,  545 

PARTNERSHIP. 


To  an  Hction  for  goods  sold,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  in  abatement,  that 
the  debt  became  due  from  him  jointly 
with  one  W.  8.  It  appeared  at  the 
trial,  that  the  business  of  the  defend- 
ant's honse  was  carried  on,  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs,  under  the 
name  of  "  Bush  &  Co.,"  and  that  the 
invoice  of  the  goods  in  question  was 
made  out  to  "  Bush  Jt  Co.,"  and  also 
that  the  real  partnership  was  between 
the  defendant  and  W.  S.  The  Judge 
directed  the  jury,  that  the  partnership 
was  fully  proved ;  but  still,  that,  if 
the  defendant  gave  the  plaintiffs  rea- 
son to  believe  that  he  alone  consti- 
tuted the  firm  of  Bush  &  Co.,  he 
would  be  solely  liable: — Held,  that 
the  direction  was  right,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  unless  he 
alone  constituted  the  firm,  or  so  held 
himself  out  to  the  plaintiffs. 

Held,  also,  that,  with  a  view  to 
prove  the  defendant's  sole  liability, 
the  witness  who  proved  the  giving  of 
the  order  could  not  be  asked  the  ques- 


PLEADING. 


PLEADING. 
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to  part  has  been  entered  under  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  83.  the  defendant  will  not 
be  allowed  to  plead  that  the  whole 
invention  was  not  new,  and  also  that 
the  undisclaimed  part  was  not  new. 
Clark  Y.  Kenrick,  219 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

See  Pleading,  III.,  2. 

Admission  by, 

A  declaration  in  assumpsit  con- 
tained a  special  count  for  breach  of 
contract,  charging  the  defendants  as 
partners,  and  also  several  indebitatus 
counts.  To  the  first  count  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  non  assumpsit;  and 
to  the  indebitatus  counts  non  assump- 
sit, except  as  to  £5  parcel  &c.,  and 
as  to  that  sum,  payment  into  Court, 
and  no  damages  ultra: — Held,  that 
the  payment  of  money  into  Court  un- 
der the  indebitatus  counts  was  no  ad- 
mission of  the  partnership  alleged  in 
the  first  count.     Charles  v.  Branker, 

743 

PLEADING. 

See  Bankruptcy,  IV.,  (2);  V. 
Bills  and  Notes,  (2). 
Composition  Deed. 
Detinue. 

Husband  and  Wife. 
Money  Lent. 
Patent,  2. 
Trespass,  (I). 

I.  Declaration, 

(1).  Averment  o/  Readiness  and  WU- 

lingness, 

A  count  in  assumpsit  stated,  that 
the  defendant  caused  to  be  shipped 
on  board  a  lighter  whereof  the  plain- 
tiff was  owner,  out  of  a  ship  lying  in 
the  river  Thames,  certain  goods  to  be 
lightered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered 
at  the  Commercial  Dock,  for  the  de- 
fendant; that  the  plaintiff  received 


the  goods  on  board  the  lighter,  and 
agreed  with  the  defendant  to  lighter 
and  convey,  and  land  and  deliver  them 
for  him  as  aforesaid;  and  the  defend- 
ant promised  the  plaintiff  to  accept 
the  goods  at  the  Commercial  Dock, 
in  a  reasonable  time  after  he  should 
have  notice  of  the  plaintiffs  being 
ready  to  land  and  deliver  them.  The 
count  then  averred,  that  the  said 
lighter,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
arrived  with  the  goods  at  the  Com- 
mercial Dock,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  then  ready  to  land  and  deliver 
them  for  the  defendant,  of  which  the 
defendant  then  had  notice  :  and  al- 
though a  reasonable  time  for  the  de- 
fendant to  accept  the  goods  at  the 
Commercial  Dock,  after  he  had  such 
notice,  had  elapsed,  yet  the  defendant 
did  not,  though  requested  so  to  do, 
within  such  reasonable  time  accept 
the  goods,  but  neglected  and  refused 
to  do  so  for  a  great  and  unreasonable 
time  after  the  expiration  of  a  reason- 
able time  from  the  period  when  he 
had  such  notice: — Held  bad,  on  spe- 
cial demurrer,  for  not  averring  that 
the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  williny, 
during  a  reasonable  time  after  notice^ 
to  land  and  deliver  the  goods  for  the 
defendant.     Granger  y.  Dacre,     431 

(2).  Variance. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated, 
that,  in  consideration  that  plaintiff 
would  let  to  defendant  a  certain  mes- 
suage, together  with  certain  household 
furniture,  linen,  &c.,  defendant  pro- 
mised plaintiff  to  use  the  said  messuage 
in  a  tenant-hke  manner,  and  take  due 
care  of  the  furniture,  linen,  &c.,  and 
at  the  expiration  of  the  term  to  leave 
the  said  household  furniture,  linen, 
&c.,  cleaned : — Held,  that  the  decla- 
ration was  supported  by  proof  that 
the  furniture  was  clean  at  the  time 
the  defendant  took  possession  of  it, 
and  that  he  agreed  to  leave  it  as  be 
found  it.     Stanley  v.  Agnew,       827 


II.  Pleas  in  Abatement.  j 

I*  ici./it.  on  Judgment  againttpvblic 
O^eer  of  Banking  Company,  \ 

Qiuere,  whether  it  is  &  good  objec-   I 
tion,  that  a  plaintifT,  who  has  obtained  | 
jndgiment  against  the  pubhc  officer  of  - 
a  banking  company,   has  sued  out,   i 
and  is  proceeding  upon,  separate  con- 
current writs  of  sci.  fa.  against  differ- 
ent persons  who  were  members  of  the  - 
company  4t  the  time  the  judgment 
was  obtained. 

At  all  events,  the  only  mode  of  , 
taking  such  an  objection  is,  by  plea  ' 
in  a^tement   that   another   writ  is 
pending,  and  a  plea  which  states  that 
sereral  other  such  writs  are  pending, 
is  bad  for  multiplicity. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  demur  sped- 
ally  for  a  formal  defect  in  a  plea  in 
abatement.     Eadaile  r.  Lund,       60? 

III.  PUat  in  Bar. 

(1).  lieceral  Pleat. 

To  a  declaration  on  a  policy  of 
insurance  on  goods,  stating  the  usual 
stipulation  against  takings  at  sea  or 
arrest,  and  averring  a  loss  by  arrest 
and  detention  nnder  the  authority  of 
a  foreign  power,  the  defendant  sought 
to  plead  non  assumpsit,  and  also  the 
following  special  pleas  :  1.  That  the 
poliOT  was  made  and  subscribed  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  premium  paid 
by  the  plaintifi^,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  on  a  certain  day,  to  wit, 
&c. ;  and  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  pohcy  and  paying  the  said  pre- 
mium, and  in  consideration  thereof, 
it  was  agreed  between  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiffs  that  the  said  policy, 
and  the  risks  thereby  insured  against, 
should  not  be  taken  or  understood  to 
inclnde  capture,  except  in  case  of  war; 
and  that  the  ship  was  not  arrested  or 
detained  in  war  ;  2.  That  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  policy,  in  con- 


PLEADING. 

sideraljon  that  the  defendant  would 
subscribe  it,  and  the  plaintiffs  wonid 
pay  thepremin  m,  it  was  by  a  memo* 
randum  or  slip,  by  consent  of  the 
parties  annexed  to  the  policy  and  made 
part  thereof,  declared  and  agreed  that 
the  policy  should  extend  to  capture  in 
case  of  war  only  ;  and  that  the  arrest 
and  detention  of  the  ressel  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  sot  in  case 
of  war. 

The  Court  disallowed  these  pleas, 
on  the  ground  that  the  facts  pleaded 
in  them  might  be  g^Tcn  in  evidence 
under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit. 
Heath  V.  Dwant,  438 

(2).  Payment  into  Cmirt. 

To  an  action  of  debt  on  a  promiv 
sory  note  for  30/.  15<.  Sd.,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  except  aa  to  211. 9«., 
payment;  and  as  to  the  2 If.  9<., 
payment  of  that  snm  into  Court,  and 
that  he  never  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  in  a  greater  amonnt  than  the 
snm  of  21/.  9«.,  in  respect  of  the  said 
sum  of  2W.  9».,  parcel  &c. ;  and  that 
the  plaintifis  had  not  sustained  dam- 
age, by  reason  of  the  detention  thereof 
to  a  greater  amount  than  the  sum  of 
6d, :  — Held  bad,  on  special  demurrer, 
for  not  being  in  compliance  with  the 
form  given  by  the  rule  of  T.  T,  I  Vict. 
Bailey  v.  Sioeettng,  6 1 6 

(3).  In  Tregpaat  de  bonis  atportatit. 
Denial  o/  Property  in  Plaintij^. 

In  trespass  for  seizing  the  plaintiff's 
goods,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  0.  against  P.,  and 
a  fieri  facias  sued  out  thereon,  directed 
to  the  defendant  as  sheriff,  command- 
ing him  to  levy  on  the  goods  of  P., 
by  virtue  of  which  the  defendant 
seized  and  took  in  execution  "the  said 
goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  F."  quM 
est  eadem  :  —Held  bad  on  demurrer. 

In  trespass  de  bonis  aaportatis,  a 
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plea  denjing  that  the  goods  are  the 
plaintiff's  puts  in  issue  the  property 
iUf  as  well  as  the  possession  of,  the 
goods.     Harrison  v.  DixoUf  142 

IV.  Replication, 

(1).  Be  Injurid. 

The  Ramsgate  Harbour  Act,  32 
Greo.  dy  c.  Ixxiy,  which  imposes  cer- 
tain rates  and  duties  on  vessels  enter- 
ing or  passing  the  harbour,  exempts 
therefrom  Tessels  bound  to  or  from 
the  town  of  Sandwich,  and  belonging 
to  the  inhabitants  of  that  town.  In 
an  action  of  debt  to  recover  from  the 
owner  of  a  vessel  the  duties  payable 
under  the  act,  the  defendant  pleaded 
a  plea  which  brought  him  within 
the  exempting  clause: — Held^  that  a 
replication  de  injuria  to  such  plea 
was  improper,  inasmuch  as  the  plea 
amounted  to  a  denial  that  anj  debt 
became  due  from  the  defendant. 
Pelly  V.  Rose,  435 

(  2).  In  Debt  on  Bond  for  Payment  of 
Money  on  Demand, 

To  debt  on  bond,  conditioned  to 
pay  money  on  demand,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  no  demand  had  been 
made  before  action.  Replication, 
that  there  had  been  such  a  demand, 
concluding  to  the  country: — Held, 
that  the  replication  was  good.  Thome 
V.  Jenkins,  614 

POWER. 
See  Lease,  (1). 

PRACTICE. 

See  New  Trial. 
Process,  (1). 

Tithe  Commutation  Act,  (3). 
Writ  of  Trial. 

(1).  Pleading  denovo,  after  Amend- 
ment of  Declaration  on  Demurrer, 

Where,  on  demurrer  to  a  declara- 


tion, the  plaintiff  amends  on  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer,  which 
the  defendant  receives,  that  is  equi- 
valent to  a  withdrawal  of  the  demur- 
rer, and  entitles  the  defendant  to  time 
to  plead  de  novo.     Smith  v.  Heam^ 

715 

(2).  Notice  of  Countermand  of  TriaL 

The  two  days'  notice  of  counter- 
mand of  trial,  required  by  the  rule  of 
H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  62,  must  be  two 
business  days ;  and  notice  on  Satur- 
day for  Monday  is  not  sufficient. 
Rose  Y,  McGregor,  517 

(3).  Trial  of  Causes  at  Sittings, 

The  second  sittings  in  Hilary  Term 
commenced  on  the  19th  of  January; 
the  distringas  was  returnable  on  the 
20th,  and  the  cause  was  tried  by  ad- 
journment of  the  sittings  on  the  22nd : 
— Held,  that  the  cause  was  properly 
tried,  as  causes  tried  at  the  adjourn- 
ment of  a  sittings  are  to  be  considered 
as  tried  on  the  first  day  of  the  sittings. 
Cheetham  v.  Sturtevant,  515 

(4).  Time  for  shewing  Cause  peremp- 

torily. 

Where  a  rule  is  drawn  up  to  shew 
cause  peremptorily  on  a  day  named, 
it  may  be  made  absolute  as  soon  as 
the  Court  has  gone  through  the  bar 
on  that  day.  This  is,  for  such  pur- 
pose, to  be  considered  to  be  the  rising 
of  the  Court.  Lace  v.  Jdamsan,    807 

(5).  Arrest  of  Judgment, 

The  declaration  contained  a  good 
and  a  bad  count,  with  a  general  aver- 
ment of  damage  :  —  Held,  that  the 
Court  could  not  arrest  the  judgment, 
but  that  the  proper  course  was  to 
award  a  venire  de  novo.  Emblin  ▼. 
DartneU,  830 
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tttoidt  tWCaouCMi  of Vr/ftf;  vhetlier 
0«db  oUatouig  of  die  jodi^'ft  order,  aikd 
Mm  the  Master,  do  ooi 
to  a  WBtrer  of  an 


ia  ngDtog  the  judfiiMnt  without  first 
tttt^tTW^  aa  appearance. 

A  jodcmeot  so  signed  is  irregmlmr 
ooly,  and  the  defendant  most  eome 
to  the  Court  to  set  it  aside  prompdj 
ttUr  be  knows  of  the  irrcgularitr. 
And  the  onnssioa,  in  the  bill  of  costs 
ddtrered  to  hinif  of  any  charge  (or 
entering  an  ^ipearance,  woold  be  suf- 
ficient notiee  to  him  of  the  irregola-  { 
ritj.     Hawkins  r.  Hassell,  776 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

(!)•   Liability  of  Agent  to  third 
Parties. 

A  lease  was  about  to  be  granted  to 
the  plaintiff,  to  which  it  was  neces- 
sary that  C.  should  be  a  confirming 
{)arty.  The  attorney  of  the  proposed 
essors  applied  to  him  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  the  defendant,  as  C/s  at- 
torney, answered  the  application,  re- 
quiring certain  documents  to  be  fur- 
nished, &c. ;  for  which  business  the 
defendant  had  a  claim  on  C.  It  was 
ultimately  agreed  that  C.  should  con- 
cur in  the  lease,  on  the  terms,  as  the 
defendant  contended,  that  all  the  past 
costs,  as  well  as  those  to  be  occasion- 
ed by  his  joining  in  the  lease,  should 
be  paid  by  the  trustees ;  as  the  plain- 
tiff oontendedy  that  the  latter  costs 
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C.  to  ife  ncuneT  of  the 

'  of    the 


C. 
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hiai;  and  when 
to  deiirer 
VBtfl  the  whole  amoont 


after  tendering  a  smaller  sam  to  the 
defimdant,  paid  him  the  larger  smn 
onder  protest,  lor  the  plaintiff,  to 
obtain  pnfWfiMuu  of  the  lease : — Held, 
that  an  action  to  reeorcr  bade  the 
orerplns  was  rightlj  broogfat  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  ddendant,  al- 
thof^h  the  latter  merelT  acted  as  C.*s 
attomer;  and  that  snch  action  wis 
maintainable.     Swdik  t.  Sieap,     585 

(2).  Eeidenee  of  Authority  eommwd- 
cated  to  Ageni, 

Where  the  plaintiff,  though  his 
agent,  contracted  with  K.  for  the 
sale  of  goods,  and  the  question  ¥ras, 
whether  they  were  sold  on  the  credit 
of  K.  or  of  the  defendants,  (whose 
agent  K.  was  for  the  purchase  of  such 
goods)  :  — Held,  that  a  letter  of  in- 
structions from  the  plaintiff  to  his 
agent  on  the  subject  of  the  sale,  not 
communicated  to  K.  or  to  the  defend- 
ants, was  not  admissible  in  eridence 
for  the  plaintiff.  Smethurst  t.  Tay- 
lor, 545 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
Contribution  between  Cosureties, 

A  surety  may  recover  contribution 
from  his  co-surety,  in  an  action  for 
money  paid. 

And  he  may  recover  contribution 
according    to    the    number    of  the 
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sureties,   without    reference    to    the 
number  of  the  principals. 

Where  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
had  executed,  as  sureties,  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  given  as  a  collateral 
security  for  a  sum  of  money  advanced 
on  mortgage  to  the  principals,  and, 
on  default  being  made  by  the  princi- 
pals, judgment  was  entered  up  on  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  and  execution 
issued  against  the  plaintiff; — Held^ 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  defendant,  as  his  co-surety,  a 
moiety  of  the  costs  of  such  execution. 
Kemp  V.  Findeuy  421 

PRISONER. 

Discharge  of,  an  Habeas  Corpus, 

Where  a  prisoner  is  brought  up 
under  a  habeas  corpus  ad  satisfacien- 
dum, he  is  entitled  to  be  discharged 
on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  in 
the  action,  and  cannot  be  detained 
until  payment  of  the  Court  fees  on 
the  writ.     Dalzell  v.  CuUen,  I 

PROCESS. 

(1).  Writ  of  Summons. 

Entering  Appearance  for  Defendant, 

The  Courts  will  not,  in  future,  allow 
an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  a 
defendant,  unless  there  has  been 
actual  personal  service  of  the  writ ;  it 
will  not  be  enough  to  shew  that  the 
writ  has  come  to  the  hands  of  the 
defendant.  Goggs  v.  Lord  Hunting- 
tower,  503 

(2).  Distringas. 

1.    Computation  of  Time  between 
Teste  and  Return. 

The  fifteen  days  which,  by  the 
Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4, 
c.  39,  s.  3,  must  elapse  between  the 
teste  and  return  of  a  writ  of  distrin- 
gas, are  fifteen  clear  days. 

The   days  between  the  Thursday 


before  and  the  Wednesday  after 
Easter-day  are  to  be  reckoned  in  the 
computation  of  such  fifteen  days. 
Chambers  v.  Smith,  2 

(3).  Service  on  Lunatic. 

Service  of  distringas  on  a  lunatic. 
Spiller  V.  Benson,  425 

(4).  Time  for  setting  aside. 

An  application  to  set ''aside  a  dis- 
tringas to  compel  an  appearance  must 
be  made  within  eight  days  after  the 
service  of  the  distringas.  Alexander 
V.  Smith,  30 

PROCHEIN  AMY. 

Where  the  father  of  an  infant  plain- 
tiff, in  action  for  words  imputing 
felony,  had  been  admitted  to  prose- 
cute the  action  as  his  prochein  amy, 
the  Court  vacated  the  appointment, 
on  affidavit  that  it  had  since  been  dis- 
covered that  the  father  had  become 
insolvent  some  years  before,  and  had 
not  since  carried  on  any  business ;  it 
not  being  satisfactorily  shewn  that  he 
had-  used  due  diligence  to  procure 
some  other  responsible  person  con- 
nected with  the  plaintiff  to  be  the 
prochein  amy.  Duckitt  v.  Sateh- 
well,  779 

RAILWAY  ACT. 

Construction  of— Inquisition  under. 

The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Act, 
6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  cvi.,  s.  28,  empow- 
ers the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands 
through  or  upon  which  the  railway 
was  to  be  made,  to  agree  to  receive 
compensation  for  any  damage  by  them 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  severing  or 
dividing  of  such  lands,  {-c,  and  also 
for  any  damage,  loss,  or  inconvenience 
sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the 
taking  thereof,  &c.  ;  and  in  case  the 
company  and  such  parties  shall  not 
agree  as  to  the  amount  or  value  of 
such  compensation,  the  same  is  to  be 


904 


RAILWAY  ACT. 


SCIRE   FACIAS. 


ascertained  and  settled  by  the  yerdict 
of  a  jury  (if  required)  as  thereinafter 
directed.  Sect.  29,  ''  for  settUng  all 
differences  between  the  company  and 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  any  lands 
taken>  used,  damaged,  or  injuriously 
affected  by  the  execution  of  any  of 
the  powers  granted  by  the  act,  pro- 
vides for  the  summoning  of  a  sheriff's 
jury,  to  inquire  of  and  assess  and  give 
a  verdict  for  the  money  to  be  paid  for 
the  purchase  of  such  lands,  or  by  way 
of  compensation,  (inter  alia),  for  or 
by  reason  of  the  severing  and  dividing 
the  same  from  other  lands.  Sect.  3 1 
directs  that  such  verdicts  and  the 
judgments  thereon,  being  first  signed 
by  the  person  presiding,  shall  be  de- 
posited with  and  kept  by  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  for  the  county,  among  the 
records  of  the  quarter  sessions,  and 
shall  be  deemed  records  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  and  that  such  records 
and  true  copies  of  them  shall  be  evi- 
dence. Sect.  Ill  enacts,  that  in 
every  case  in  which  the  owner  of  any 
lands,  or  other  person  by  the  act 
d^pacitated  to  convey,  shall,  in  their 
arrangements  with  the  company,  have 
received,  or  agreed  to  receive,  com- 
pensation for  gates,  bridges,  &c.,  or 
passages,  instead  of  the  same  being 
erected  by  the  company,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  facih'tating  the  passage  to  or 
from  either  side  of  the  lands  severed 
or  divided  by  the  railway,  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  for  such  owners,  or  those 
claiming  under  them,  to  pass  or  cross 
the  railway  from  one  part  to  the  other 
part  of  their  lands  so  severed  and 
divided^  otherwise  than  by  a  bridge, 
&c.,  to  be  erected  at  the  charge  of 
such  owners.  Sect.  216  authorizes 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands 
through  which  the  railway  shall  be 
made,  except  where  the  company  shall 
have  made  proper  and  convenient 
communication,  to  cross  the  railway 
as  therein  mentioned  for  the  purpose 
of  occupying  such  lands ;   and  sect. 


217  provides  that  such  right  of  cross- 
ing shall  cease  so  soon  as  the  company 
shall  have  constructed  a  proper  bridge 
or  other  communication. 

The  owner  of  lands  severed  by  the 
railway  preferred  a  claim  for  compen- 
sation from  the  company,  on  the 
footing  that  there  was  to  be  a  total 
separation  of  the  land,  without  any 
communication  being  made  ;  and  re- 
ceived from  the  company  the  amount 
awarded  to  him  by  a  jury  sammoned 
under  sect.  29,  for  such  compensatioD: 
— Heidf  that  the  verdict  of  such  jury, 
and  the  receipt  of  compensation  under 
it,  was  an  arrangement  with  the  com- 
pany under  sect.  Ill,  and  that  the 
party  had  no  right  afterwards  to  cross 
the  railway  for  the  purpose  of  the 
occupation  of  his  lands,  and  was  in  so 
doing  a  trespasser  within  the  stat.  3 
&4  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  16. 

The  verdict  of  the  compensation 
jury  never  having  been  recorded  as 
directed  by  sect.  31,  held^  that  pan^ 
evidence  might  be  given  of  their  find- 
ing, and  of  the  grounds  on  which  it 
proceeded.  Jlfanntfi^  v.  The  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company^         237 

RELEASE, 
Operation  of, 

A  debt  of  record  may  be  discharged 
by  a  release  under  seal.  Barkery. 
St.  Quintiny  441 

REPLEVIN  ROND, 

Stay  of  Proceedings  on. 

The  Court  will  not  stay  the  pro- 
ceedings on  a  replevin  bond,  unless  it 
clearly  appears  that  the  application  is 
made  on  behalf  of  the  sureties,  and 
not  of  the  principal.  Warton  v. 
Blacknell,  558 

SCIRE   FACIAS. 
See  Pleading,  IL 
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SET-OFF. 

See  Bankruptcy,  II. 
Work  and  Labour. 

SHERIFF. 

See  Execution. 

Expenses  o/J  on  Execution, 

A  sheriff,  on  making  a  levy  under 
an  execution,  is  entitled  to  a  per  cen- 
tage  on  the  whole  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
including  a  year's  rent  paid  by  him  to 
the  landlord,  as  well  as  on  the  amount 
of  the  execution ;  but  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to  be  allowed  extra  expenses  in- 
curred by  him  in  making  the  levy, 
which  are  not  included  in  the  table 
of  fees  framed  under  7  Will.  4  &  1 
Vict.  c.  55.  Davies  v.  Edmonds,     31 

SMUGGLING  ACT. 

Several  Penalties  under. 

An  information  for  penalties  under 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.53,  s.44,  charged 
the  defendant  with  being  concerned 
in  the  unshipping  of  goods,  the  duties 
on  which  had  not  been  paid;  with 
knowingly  harbouring  goods  imported 
and  illegally  unshipped  without  pay- 
ment of  duties ;  and  with  other  of- 
fences under  that  section.  It  ap- 
peared at  the  trial,  that  a  practice  had 
prevailed  at  the  Custom  House  of 
allowing  the  owners  of  imported  goods 
to  take  them  away  without  payment 
of  duty  at  the  time,  an  entry  of  them 
having  been  previously  made  in  a  book 
kept  by  the  officers;  and  that  the 
fraud  complained  of  had  been  effected 
by  a  clerk  of  the  defendant's  removing 
some  of  the  leaves  from  the  Custom 
House  book,  and  substituting  others 
containing  false  entries  of  the  quan- 
tity of  goods  imported.  There  was 
no  direct  proof  that  this  fact  was 
known  to  the  defendant,  but  he  de- 
rived benefit  from  the  fraudulent 
transaction: — Held,  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  jury  might  infer 


that  the  defendant  was  privy  to  the 
fraud. 

The  44th  section  of  the  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  53,  enacts,  that  **  every 
person"  who  shall  be  concerned  in 
the  unshipping  of  goods,  the  duties 
for  'which  have  not  been  paid,  Ac, 
shall  forfeit  either  the  treble  value 
thereof,  or  be  liable  to  the  penalty  of 
£100.  The  defendant  and  his  part- 
ner having  been  separately  convicted 
of  the  same  offences — Held,  that 
each  was  liable  to  the  penalties  im- 
posed by  the  act.     Regina  y.  Bean, 

39 
SPECIAL  JURY. 

In  Action  by  Trustees  of  Banking 
Company. 

In  a  sci.  fa.  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
trustees  of  a  banking  company,  the 
plaintifits  having  obtained  a  rule  for  a 
special  jury,  the  Court  made  them 
undertake  to  strike  out  of  the  list  any 
who  might  be  shareholders  in  the 
banking  company.     EsdaUe  y.  Lund, 

734 
SPECIAL  VERDICT. 

How  to  he  construed  by  Court  of  Error, 

Upon  a  special  verdict,  the  Court 
of  error  cannot  draw,  from  other  state- 
ments contained  therein,  any  infer- 
ences of  facts  necessary  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  case;  such  facts  must 
be  expressly  found  one  way  or  the 
other,  and  if  they  be  not,  the  Court 
will  award  a  venire  de  novo.  Tancred 
V.  Christy,  316 

STAMP. 

See  Evidence. 

Landlord  and  Tenant,  (3). 
Lease,  (3). 

(1).  Admissibility  of  unstamped  Con* 

tract. 

To  an  action  of  debt  on  simple 
contract,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  set- 
off for  work  and  labour.  In  the 
course  of  the  plaintiffs'  case,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  was  em- 
ployed to  do  the  work  by  a  written 
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contract.  The  defendant  called  wit- 
nesses to  prove  work  done  ultra  the 
written  contract,  on  which  it  was  ob- 
jected that  the  contract  must  be  pro- 
duced, and  the  Judge  so  ruled.  On 
its  being  produced,  it  appeared  to  be 
unstamped  : — Held,  that  the  Judge 
could  not  look  at  it,  to  see  to  what 
work  it  extended,  and  that  no  parol 
evidence  at  all  could  be  given  in  sup- 
port of  the  set-off.  Buxton  v.  Cornish^ 

426 

(2).  Ad  Valorem  Conveyance  Stamp, 

A  paper,  signed  by  the  defendants, 
stated,  that  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to 
sell  to  the  defendants  all  the  two 
upper  veins  or  beds  of  coal,  (describing 
them  by  their  name  and  locality), 
containing  by  admeasurement  sixteen 
acres,  at  the  price  or  sum  of  £77  per 
acre,  to  be  paid  for  as  follows  :  the 
sum  of  £100  on  the  day  of  the  date 
thereof,  and  the  remainder  by  equal 
quarterly  payments  of  £25  each  : 
and  it  was  stipulated,  that,  if  the 
defendants  should  work  more  coal 
than  in  any  year  should  exceed  £1 00, 
at  the  rate  of  £77  per  acre,  they 
should  pay  for  such  excess  : — Held, 
that  the  instrument  did  not  require 
an  ad  valorem  stamp,  as  upon  a  con- 
veyance, under  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184, 
and  that  a  stamp  of  35s,  was  suffi- 
cient.    Phillips  V.  Morrison,         740 

STATUTE. 

Public  Local  ^  Personal  Act,  what  is. 

An  act  of  Parliament  for  establish- 
ing a  court  of  requests,  empowering 
certain  commissioners  to  adjudicate 
on  demands,  not  exceeding  a  certain 
amount,  by  any  persons  against  de 
fendants,  resident  within  certain  limits 
and  having  a  clause  making  it  a  public 
act, — is  a  "  public  local  and  personal 
act,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat. 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  8.  5.    Chck  v.  Gent, 

234 


STATUTE,  CONSTRUCTION  OF. 

See  Railway  Act. 
Usury,  (2). 

SURETIES  OF  THE  PEACE, 

Cotnmittal  to  House  of  Correction  for. 

A  party  who  refuses  to  give  sureties 
to  keep  the  peace  may  be  committed 
to  the  house  of  correction,  under  6 
Greo.  1,  c.  1 9,  s.  2,  which  empowers 
justices  of  the  peace  to  commit  either 
to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  cor- 
rection, as  they  shall  think  fit,  and 
such  committal  need  not  necessarily 
be  to  the  common  gaol  of  the  county. 
Ex  parte  Aston,  456 

SURETY, 
See  Principal  and  Surety. 

TITHE  COMMUTATION  ACT, 

(1).  Feigned  Issue  under. 

1 .  Form  of  Issues  to  try  Modus. 

Under  the  46th  section  of  the  Tithe 
Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c. 
7 1 ,  a  party  claiming  a  modus  is  enti- 
tled to  appeal  as  to  all  claims  sub- 
stantially made  by  him  before  the 
commissioner,  and  against  which 
the  commissioner  has  decided  :  and 
if,  by  reason  of  the  uncertainty  of 
the  evidence,  he  has  claimed  the 
modus  in  different  ways  before  the 
commissioner,  he  is  entitled  to  have 
issues  stating  it  in  different  ways 
accordingly. 

If  the  decision  of  the  commissioner 
against  the  modus  go  beyond  the 
claim  made  before  him,  it  is  void  pro 
tan  to.  Stamford  and  Warrington  {The 
Earl  of)  T.Dunbar,  414 

(2).  Evidence — Costs. 

In  order  to  render  a  document  ad- 
missible in  evidence^  it  is  not  neces- 
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sary  that  it  should  come  from  the 
most  proper  place  of  custody;  it  is 
sufficient  if  it  comes  from  a  place 
where  it  may  reasonably  be  expected 
to  be  found. 

On  the  trial  of  a  feigned  issue,  un- 
der 6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  46,  be- 
tween  the  vicar  of  M.  and  the  owners 
of  the  lands  within  the  township  of 
£.  K.,  within  the  parish  of  M.,  to  try 
whether  there  was  a  modus  of  13«. 
4c?.,  payable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor 
of  E.  K.  in  lieu  of  all  vicarial  tithes, 
in  respect  of  the  lands  within  the 
township,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  bill  filed  in  the  Equity  Ex- 
chequer in  1826,  by  the  then  vicar  of 
M.,  against  certain  occupiers  of  lands, 
for  the  subtraction  of  tithes,  in  which 
the  then  defendants  (none  of  whom 
were  parties  to  the  present  issue)  set 
up  a  claim  of  a  modus  of  13«.  Ad,, 
payable  by  the  occupiers  of  lands 
within  the  township,  and  on  which  a 
decree  was  made  to  take  an  account  of 
the  tithes,  and  that  the  defendants 
should  pay  such  sums  as  should  be 
found  due,  with  costs:— Held,  that 
this  decree,  although  receivable^  was 
not  conclusive  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
the  above  issue. 

Nor,  semble,  was  it  binding  upon 
the  tithe  commissioner. 

The  tithe  commissioner  having  de- 
cided the  question  of  modus  against 
the  vicar,  and  the  latter  having  de- 
livered a  feigned  issue  to  try  that 
question,  which  the  jury  found  for  the 
defendants,  the  Court  awarded  them 
the  costs,  under  the  46th  section  of 
the  act.     Croughton  v.  Blake,      205 

(3).  Judgment  as  in  Case  of  Nonsuit 

in. 

A  defendant  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  where 
the  plaintiff  has  allowed  two  assizes 
to  elapse  without  proceeding  to  trial 
after  issue  joined  on  a  feigned  issue, 
under  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act, 


6  &7  Will.  4,  c.  71,  s.  46.     Sandys 
V.  Mayor,  ^c,,  of  Beverley,  568 

TRESPASS. 

See  Pleading,  III.,  (3). 

(1).  New  Assignment. 

I.  Duplicity. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  and  staying 
and  continuing  therein  making  a  noise 
and  disturbance  for  a  long  time,  to 
wit,  for  four  days  then  next  following, 
and  seizing  his  goods,  &c.  Plea,  as 
to  the  breaking  and  entering  the 
dwelling-house,  and  staying  and  con- 
tinuing therein  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  a  justification  by  the  leave 
and  license  of  the  plaintiff,  to  take 
possession  of  certain  goods.  Repli- 
cation, traversing  the  leave  and  license, 
and  new  assignment,  that  the  plaintiff 
issued  his  writ,  &c.,  not  only  for  the 
breaking  and  entering  the  dwelling- 
house  and  staying  and  continuing 
therein  as  in  the  plea  mentioned,  but 
also  for  that  the  defendants,  without 
the  license  of  the  plaintiff,  stayed  and 
continued  in  the  dwelling-house,  mak- 
ing such  noise  and  disturbance,  &c., 
for  other  and  different  purposes  than 
those  in  the  plea  mentioned,  and  for 
a  much  longer  time,  to  wit,  three  days 
longer,  than  was  necessary  for  taking 
possession  of  the  goods :  — Held,  that 
the  replication  and  new  assignment 
were  not  bad  for  duplicity;  time  being, 
in  the  case  of  a  continuing  trespass, 
equally  divisible  for  this  purpose  as 
space.     Loweth  v.  Smith,  582 

(2).  For  Imprisonment  on  Charge  of 

Felony. 

I.  Measure  of  Damages  in. 

To  an  action  of  trespass  for  false 
imprisonment,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
by  way  of  justification,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  committed  a  felony.     At  the 
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trial,  his  counsel  abandoned  the  plea, 
and  exonerated  the  plaintiff  from  the 
charge: — Held^  that  it  was  not  a  mis- 
direction in  the  Judge,  to  tell  the 
jury  that  the  putting  of  such  a  plea 
on  the  record  was  a  persisting  in  the 
charge  contained  in  it,  and  was  to  be 
taken  into  account  by  them  in  esti- 
mating the  damages.  Warwick  v. 
FovlkeM,  507 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

See  CHtTRCH'WARDENS   AND   OvER- 

8E1S1CB. 

Whether  wuantaiinahle  agairut  Co- 
tenante  fur  holding  over  by  one  of 
them. 

Quare,  whether,  where  premises 
are  let  for  a  certain  term  to  A.  and 
B.,  and  B.  holds  over  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  without  A.'s  as- 
sent, both  are  liable  for  use  and  occu- 
pation during  the  time  of  such  holding 
oyer  by  B.    Tancred  y.  Christy,  316 

USURY. 
What  Contract  is  usurioue, 

1.  Debt  on  a  bond  given  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  £700,  conditioned  for  payment 
of  £350,  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent. 
per  annum,  by  certain  instalments, 
and  also  for  payment,  during  such 
time  as  the  £350  and  interest,  or  any 
part  thereof,  remained  unpaid,  of  the 
annual  premium  of  26/.  2«.  8(f.,  pay- 
able on  a  policy  of  assurance  on  life 
for  £800,  deposited  as  a  collateral 
security  for  the  repayment  of  the 
£350  and  interest,  and  all  costs  to  be 
incurred  enforcing  performance  of  the 
bond;  with  a  proviso  that  the  monies 
to  be  ultimately  recoverable  on  the 
bond  should  not  exceed  £500.  Breach, 
non-payment  of  the  £350.  Plea,  set- 
ting out  the  condition  of  the  bond  on 
oyer,  and  alleging  that,  at  the  time  of 
making  it,  it  waa  oormptly  agreed 


between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defend- 
ant, that  the  plaintiffs  should  lend 
the  defendant  £350,  to  be  repaid  by  in- 
stalments, with  £5  per  cent,  interest, 
being  the  monies  of  a  life  insunmce 
company,  of  which  the  plaintifis  were 
members,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  insure  his  life  with  that  com- 
pany for  £800,  at  an  annual  premium 
of  26/.  2s.  Sd^  (the  same  being  a 
larger  sum  than  was  necessary  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  the  £850), 
and  should  deposit  the  policy  with 
the  plaintiffs  as  a  collateral  security 
for  the  repayment  of  the  £350  and 
interest.  The  plea  then  averred,  that, 
in  pursuance  and  part  performance  of 
such  corrupt  contract,  the  defendant 
effected  the  policy  of  insurance  for 
£800,  for  the  benefit  of  the  insurance 
company,  executed  the  bond  in  ques- 
tion, and  deposited  the  policy  with 
the  plaintiffs  as  a  collateral  security; 
and  that  the  interest  on  the  £350, 
together  with  the  premium  payable 
on  the  policy,  exceeded  the  rate  of 
£5  for  the  forbearing  of  £100  for  a 
year,  against  the  form  of  the  statute, 
whereby  the  bond  was  void: — Held, 
that  the  contract  stated  in  the  plea 
was  not  usurious,  and  that  the  plea 
was  bad  in  substance.  Downes  v. 
Cheen,  481 

Construction  of  Statute —^Exception 
and  Proviso. 

2.  The  statute  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  37, 
s.  1,  which  enacts  **that  no  bill  of  ex- 
change, &c.,  nor  any  contract  for  the 
loan  or  forbearance  of  money  above 
£10,  shall  be  affected  by  reason  of 
any  statute  or  law  in  force  for  the 
prevention  of  usury;  provided  that 
nothing  therein  contained  shall  ex- 
tend to  the  loan  or  forbearance  of 
money  upon  security  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  hereditaments;"  does  not 
repeal  the  12  Ann.  st.  2,  c.  16,  hot 
takes  out  of  its  operation  all  contracts 
made  nsmrions  by  that  statute,  ezeqit 
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such  as  relate  to  land;  and  therefore 
a  count  in  a  declaration  for  usury  in 
the  general  words  of  the  stat.  of  Anne 
is  goody  without  shewing  that  the 
contract  was  one  affecting  land. 

Where  a  statute  creating  a  penalty 
contains  an  exception  in  the  enacting 
clause,  the  plaintiff  must  shew  that 
the  defendant  is  not  within  the  excep- 
tion; hut  where  the  exemption  comes 
hy  way  of  proviso,  either  in  a  subse- 
quent section  or  a  subsequent  statute, 
it  is  matter  of  defence,  and  must  be 
pleaded. 

QiuBret  whether  the  same  rule  does 
not  prevail,  where  the  exception  comes 
by  way  of  proviso  in  the  same  section 
as  the  enactment.  ThibauU  v.  Gib- 
•on,  88 

VENDOR  AND   PURCHASER. 

Right  of  Purchaser  to  Profits, 

The  plaintiff,  on  the  2Cth  of  April, 
1843,  agreed  to  purchase  the  manor 
of  S.  from  the  defendant,  and  to  com- 
plete the  purchase  according  to  cer- 
tain conditions  of  sale;  and,  upon  the 
purchase  taking  place,  agreed  to  sign 
an  agreement  for  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money on  or  before  the  24  th  of 
July,  1843.  It  was  also  agreed,  that, 
on  the  completion  of  the  purchase, 
the  purchaser  should  be  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  of  such  parts  of 
the  estate  as  were  let  from  the  24th 
of  June,  1843.  The  day  of  complet- 
ing the  purchase  was,  for  the  conve- 
nience of  the  purchaser,  altered  from 
the  24th  of  June  to  the  24th  of  July. 
A  tenant  of  certain  copyhold  premises, 
parcel  of  the  manor  of  S.,  having  died 
seised  thereof  in  1836,  the  admittance 
of  the  parties  entitled  to  be  admitted 
was  postponed  from  time  to  time,  at 
their  request,  and  did  not  take  place 
till  the  1st  of  July,  1843;  and  in 
December  of  the  same  year  the  fine 
was  paid  to  the  defendant.  The  con- 
veyance of  the  manor  to  the  plaintiff 


was  executed  by  the  vendor  in  August, 
1843,  and  the  purchase-money  was 
paid  in  the  following  September.  An 
action  for  money  had  and  received 
having  been  brought  by  the  purchaser 
against  the  vendor,  to  recover  the 
fine: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover.  Hardmeke 
V.  Sandys,  761 

VENIRE  DE  NOVO. 
See  Practice,  5. 

WAREHOUSING  ACT. 
See  Customs  Acts,  1. 

WATER  COURSE. 
Right  in  Subterraneous  Water, 

The  owner  of  land,  through  which 
water  flows  in  a  subterraneous  coarse, 
has  no  right  or  interest  in  it  which 
will  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action 
against  a  landowner,  who,  in  carrying 
on  mining  operations  in  his  own  land 
in  the  usual  manner,  drains  away  the 
water  from  the  land  of  the  first-men- 
tioned owner,  and  lays  his  well  dry. 

Quaere,  if  the  well  had  been  ancient, 
whether  there  would  have  been  any 
difference.     Acton  v.  Blundell,     324 

WILL. 

Republication  by  Codicil — After-piUT^ 
chased  Estates. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  dated  in 
February,  1837,  devised  all  his  lands 
in  B.  to  two  trustees,  to  the  use  of  T. 
for  life,  with  remainders  over:  he  also 
bequeathed  to  the  same  trustees  and 
Y.  certain  sums  of  money  on  certain 
trusts  therein  mentioned,  and  ap- 
pointed them  executors;  and  he  gave 
to  the  three  legacies  of  £100  each 
for  their  trouble  in  the  execution  of 
his  will.  By  a  codicil  dated  in 
February,  1838,  (afler  the  stat.  1  Vict, 
c.  26,  came  into  operation),  afler 
reciting  the  devises  and  bequests  con- 
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WITNESS. 


WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 


tained  in  bis  will,  and  that  be  bad 
since  determined  to  appoint  C.  an 
additional  trustee  for  the  purposes  in 
his  will  mentioned,  he  gave  and  de- 
vised all  his  messuages,  lands,  &c. 
described  in  and  devised  by  bis  will, 
and  also  the  several  sums  of  money 
therein  mentioned,  to  C,  his  heirs, 
executors,  &c.,  upon  the  trusts  in 
the  will  mentioned,  and  nominated 
him  one  of  the  executors  of  his  will; 
and  directed  and  declared,  that  it 
should  be  read  and  construed  in  the 
same  manner,  and  have  the  same 
operation  and  effect,  as  if  C.  bad 
been  named  a  trustee  and  executor 
with  the  other  trustees ;  and  bequeath- 
ed to  him  the  like  legacy  of  £100. 
And  in  all  other  respects,  the  testator 
ratified  and  confirmed  his  said  will : 
— Heldf  that  the  will  was  re-published 
by  the  codicil,  and  passed  real  estates 
purchased  by  the  testator  after  the 
date  of  the  will  and  of  the  codicil. 
Doe  d.  York  v.  Walker,  591 

WITNESS. 
(1).  Competency, 

I.  Of  Wife  of  Co-defendant, 

In  trespass  against  two  defendants 
for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods,  the 
wife  of  one  of  them,  against  whom 
the  case  is  clearly  proved,  is  not  a 
'competent  witness  for  the  other,  to 
prove  that  he  did  not  authorize  the 
taking  of  the  goods.  HawkeewortK 
V.  Showier,  45 

II.  Of  Shareholder  in  Banking  Com- 
pany. 

In  an  action  against  the  public  of- 
ficer of  a  joint-stock  banking  co-part- 
nership, established  under  7  Geo.  4, 


c.  46,  a  party  who  was  a  shareholder 
at  the  time  of  the  contract,  but  who 
had  ceased  to  be  so  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  has  not 
such  an  interest  in  the  event  of  the 
suit  as  to  render  him  an  incompetent 
witness  for  the  defendant,  in  an  action 
brought  before  the  passing  of  the  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  85.     Needham  v.  Law, 
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WORK  AND  LABOUR. 

Set-off  for  Materials, 

The  plaintiffs  contracted  in  writing 
to  do  certain  work  for  the  defendant, 
and  find  the  materials  for  it,  for  a 
fixed  sum.  The  defendant  afterwards 
supplied  a  portion  of  the  materials, 
which  the  plaintiffs  accepted,  and 
used  up  in  the  work.  In  an  action 
for  the  work  done  by  the  plaintiffs: 
— Held,  that  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  deduct  from  the  damages  the 
value  of  the  materials  supplied  by 
him,  without  pleading  a  set-off.  New- 
ton V.  Forster,  772 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

^ee  Amendment. 
Special  Verdict. 


WRIT  OF  TRIAL, 

Trial  of,  by  Proviso, 

Where  a  cause  is  by  a  judge's  order 
directed  to  be  tried  before  the  sheriff, 
under  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17, 
and  the  plaintiff  neglects  to  proceed 
to  trial,  the  defendant  may  take  the 
cause  down  by  proviso,  even  although 
it  has  been  once  tried,  the  Court 
having  granted  a  new  trial.  Harrison 
V.  Sutton,  307 
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